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Extending the Challenge:

Working Toward a Common.Body of Practice foWITeachers

-

Concerned educatdrs have always wrestled.with issues
‘ of excellence and professignal development. It is argaed,
* . in the paper "A Common Body of Practice for Teachers: The
Challenge of Public Law 24-1242 to Teacher Education,"*’
that the Educatlon for All Handlcapped Children Act of 1975
provides’ the necessary impetus for a conqerted reexaminatlon
of teacher education. Further, it is argued that this
reexamination should enhance the process of establlshlng a
body of knowledge common to the members of the teaching '
profession. The paper continues, .then, by outlihing clusters
of capabilities that may be included ir the common body
of knowledge.” These clusters of capabilities provide the
basis for the follow1ng materials. - ]

The matexrials are’ oriented toward assessment and
development First, the various components, ratlng scales,
self- assessments, sets of objectlves, ‘and respective ratlonale
and knowledge bases are designed to enable teacher educators

.to assess current practice relative to the knowledge, skills,
and commitments outlined in the aforemehtioned paper. The
assessment is conducted not necessarily to determine. the
worthiness of a pragram or practlce, but rather to reexamlne
current practice in order to artlculate essential common ‘
elements of teacher education. In effect then, the "challenge"
paper and the ensulng materials: incite furthe; dlscusslon
regardlng a- common body of practice- for teachers.

Second and closely aligned to assessment is the
developmental perspectlve offered by these materlals. The
assessment process allows the user to view current ‘practice

~on a developmental continuum. Therefore4mdes1red or more
appropriate practice is reacily identifiable. On another,:

*published by the Auerican Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, Washington, D C., 1980 ($5. 50)
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perhhps more important'dﬁmension, the-"challengé" paper i E

and these materials focus discussion on,ﬁfeservice .

teacher educaiion. ' In making decisions regarding -

a common body of -practice it is essential-that specific - ' b

knowledge, skill and commitment'bg acquired at the preservice

level. It is also essenpiél that other additiongl specific _,i

knowledge, skill, and commitment be acquired as a, teacher ;

is inducted into the profession ana matures with years of :

experience. Differentiating among these levels of professional

development is pafamount.. These materials can be€ used in

forums in which focused discussion will explicate better

-the necessary elenments of preservice teacher education.

This explication will then allow more ﬁroductive discourse-s

on the'necessary papabiiities'cf beginning teachers and the | -

necessary capabilities of experienced teachers. T et ¢
In brief, this work is an effori. to capitalize on the —

créative ferment of the teaching profession in striving

toward exéellence arnd”*professional deveiopment.' The work is

to be viéﬁed as evolutionary and formative. Contributions

from our colleagues are heartily welcomed. A

» . .
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This paper presents one module in a series of .resource

materials-are designed for use by teachexr educators. The

genesis of these materials is in the ten Yclusters of:

- capabllltles," outlined in the paper, "A Common Body of
- Practice for Teachers: The Challenge of Public Law 94~ 142

to Teacher Education," which form the proposed core of -
professional'knowledge needed by professional teachers who
will practice in the world of tomorrow. The resource-
materials are to be used by. teacher educators to reexamkne
and enhance thelr,current pract}ce in preparing classroom

teachers. to work competently and comfortably"with“chirdren'“~
who have a wide range of individual needs. Each module !

provides further elaboration of a specified "cluster of
capabllltles“ or, in this case, a descrlptlon and rationale

‘v

for foundational studles in teacher education.
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- Within tois module are the"following compo?entsg ~Page S .,
- Objectives. The objectives-fqouS'on thé teacher G '
. . educator ratper than'aspa student (pre-service
S teacher). They identify what can be expected
as a result of working.through the materials in
PR . terms of better understandlng‘the ‘nature and role
.0f the foundational component in teacher education. °
' Opjectives which apply to prospective teachers. . . .
- are alsc identified. They are statements
. which should f£rame a "common body of precticef
. "in teacher education. ~ . .. o |
- Rating Scale. A.scale i's included by which a teacher 8 ' '

' educator could, in a cursory way, assees‘the
. degree. to which the foundational component de-
, - soribed in this module pfevails in an existing.
teacher-training pzogra:p:’ The rating gcale,
also provides a catalyst for furtﬁer thinking
‘ ' regarding this topic.

- w

Self-Assessmént. Specific test items were developed 9

o 'x—-~m—mte-detezmine~alusezlsmwo;king_knowledgemof_theu
- major concepts and relevant data concerning -

foundationelﬁstudies in teacher education. The
x 7 - self-assessment may be used as a pre-assessment
o to determine whether one wduld find it worthwhile
" to go through the module or as,a self check, after
ther.materials have been worked through. '

Rationale and Knowledge Base. An .extended biblio- 17 oL
graphical essay summarizes the knowledge base
and empirical considerations relative to dgfining .
the place of fourdational studies in'teacher’4\\\h~ ‘
education. The rationale supplied concludes

\‘ with a few brlef discussion quest*ons. ' '
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Bibliography.

A partial bibliography of relevant
periodical literature and ERIC documents is
included after the ‘list BE references.

Articles, Four .brief articles (reproduced with'per-'

‘mission) accompany the aforementioned components.

The articles support and expand on the knowledge
. base. : ‘
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Objectiﬁes

Upon completlon'of this module you will be better able.

l., To identify and characterlze the nifgfg/ggg,scope~of ----- 4~—~T~
foandational studies ;n education, ’ )
» 2. To enumerate thg,s&xfma;or foci of concern and 1nterest
' with whlchfféundatlonal studies are most typically 1den»1f19&
- 3. Tg,reproduce the ratlonale underlying the "humanistic -
_ '”/énd behavioral" stand&rd\for basic teacher preparatng///
_ ;,/” . programs advanced by the Natlonal Council for//be A&credl-
7 tation of Teacher Education (NCATE) ;
. 4. To, reproduce the rationale for a foundational component
in teacher preparation offered by the American Educational
‘Studies Association (AESR) ; .-

5. To trace the major outlinqsiof the historical develop- E
ment of the foundations of education as a field of
research .and 1nstruction, ' | ' .

6. To summarize the major issues \dividing liberal-arts

" faculties and proponents of ac demically-baséd pro§g§siqna1-
education programs; " \ ) .

v 7¢ To identify the major issues divi@ing proponents of a
"liberal" vs. a ”technical-vocatiénal“ conceptibn of teach-

¢

- % _er education; ' : : U —

8. To understand basic differences in the approach of those
who defend a discipline~-based organi%ation of founda-

. tional studies vs. proponents of the "social foundations
i of education" orientation; ’

* 9. To identify dominant trends in the prganiza@ion and con- .
tent of foundational courses in education;

10. .-To explicate a rationalé for the inclusion pfnfoundatibnal
studies as an integral component of profegsional teacher-
preparaticn.

11. To review how foundational purposes and content may cgne
to fit within an emergent professional consensus.on a common

body .0of knowledge for teachers. /”

g | {
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ReAsonable Objectives For Teacher Education -

[}

te

Al;//tudenﬁé should have access to relevant factual . ﬁ'f -
. knowledge, practlcal skllls( and commlgment to professional '
\7 perfeﬁmance in the follow1ng areas xelatlve to foundatlonal-

' 1nqqlry . C
1.3 Opportunlty for systematlc exposure to foupdatzonal studies
_' aimed at promot;ng 1nterpret1ve, normative, and crltlcal
% '_' perspectives upon educatlon as a socio- cultura; phenomenon.
| 2. Underst andlng‘of, and apprec1atlon for, 1ssués dnvolved in
, the study of education as a schalarly flefd of inquiry an
as a practical’ endéavor. o T B
3. "Contextual" knowledge regarding dlstlnctlbns amigg/theory, ‘
. policy, and practice in education including: ~// . ’
a) alternatlve frames of reference for understandlng, analyz- .-
ing, 1nterpret1ng, and criticizing educatlghal theory
J and practice; . L S
b) exposure to approprlate concepts and methodologles necessary
for tne. critical examlnatlon of assumptlons, beliefs, and
lues underlylng theory, policy, and practice in education;
c). informqﬁion concerning the social, political, economic,
' historical oé'gpiloéophical meaﬁing and impliqgtions of .

educational phenomena.
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.Rating Scale For The Teacher Preparation Program - wwﬂnw {4

]

Check the statement that best describes the level of your

studies:

2 l.

—————

L]

3.

4.

5.

‘Present teacher-education program'e commitme?t to fogndational

.
¢ -
@ . °s
‘.

Students bein¢; prepared for‘téaching dre afforded
llttle or no opportunity for a systematic introdtic-

ﬂtlon to,educatioa as a field of study. No course

of a "foundational" nature is requlred of beglnnlng
students. ‘ 2

Students being prepared for teaching are required to’
complete an 1ntroductory course in the foundations
of education, bit the program neither offers nor
requires completion of further cohrsework in founda-
tlonal studies of a social and humanistic nature.
Students being prepared for teaching are required to
complete an- introductory course in the social founda-
tlons 'of education (or its equivalent) ‘and one or

more addltlonal spepiallzed courses whose stafflng,
. content, and aims are in substant1a1 compllcance with
relevant naticnal accreditation standards and norms.

Students being prepared for teaching are required

-to complete foundational coursework which represents

approximately one-cixth of all required credit-hours

in professional education; and such coursework is -

in full compliance with relevant national accredi-

-

tation standards and norms.
Students being prepared for teaching are required to

complete approximately one-sixth of their professional
education in foundational coursedork; such coureework
exceeds the relevant national accreditation standards
and norms and has been systematically structured to.

fit a program-wide conceptualization of the purpose of

foundational coursework.

1i
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R A /-\//’ Self-Assessment .
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_,f/ The following ems aré intended to assess your under-
T standing of significant issues inyolved in defining the ‘nature
P ~and function or role of foundational studies in pre-service . .

teacher education. - .

1, The most w;dely—accepted connotation of the QErm "founda- i .
' tlons of education" 1mp11e§

a. preliminary, or prerequ151te to, logically prlor

“aS—
< . - g

b. basic, fundamental
C. structurally supportive, underglrdlng or underpinning
d. . essential, important

2. Which of the following statements most accurately des-
cribes the extent of foundational studies 'in teacher- - .
education programs around thé turn of the century? ]

a. Courses in the history or philosophy of education

*

/ !

were non-existent.
b. Courses in the foundatlons of education were in- ‘

’ E quentlyloffered as electlves. . R
/ ‘ Foundatlonal studies were 1ntegrated within courses

i

in pedagogy and curriculum. . .
d. Foundatlonal courses constituted the bulk of all
ulk of al.

s

professional education offerings.—~

3. The attitude of most }iberal;artﬁ/faculty toward the develop-
ment of courses and prggraﬁg in professional éducation,
historically, ma est be described as cne of:

-

a. enthusiastic acceptance C ' )
/bf//oualified and cautious support n %

L —

c. collaboration and active cooperation '

- ——

. d. derision, scorn, and skepticism

———— 3

4. . The rise of a so-chlled "scientific" movement in education
in the early 1900's had the practical effect of
' a. 1ntegrat1ng liberal and profe551onal elements in

Sommmsnm——-

~

teacher education

——————

b. de-empha51zang non-empirical "theory" in teacher .
preparation '
o =ix-
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C. ,expandlag support for foundatlonal studles 1n
teacher education ' . .o
d. .enhan01ng the.academlc legltinacy and popular

l accountabillty of teacher educatlon e

t

~ The emergence ‘of “soeléi-foundatlons" as a teach;ng area

and field of inquiry was owed chiefly to ' ,/
Ta reaction agalnst soclal actlvism in educatxonal
\theory and practice . ) o
b. admlnlstratlve re-organization at leadlng teacher-"
education. institutions < a .
c. the 1nfluence.of John Dewey and hlS disciples -
d.. the rlse of psychometrlcs and the testlng mcve-

ment 1n educatzog ) -

a.

The' "socials foundatlons' approach to the study of educa- ¢

&

tion emeLSLzes" ‘

a. disciplinary speciallzatlon
b. 1nterd1sc1p11nary-1ntegratloﬁ and synthesis
c. objeotivity and neutrality ;

d._ the psychology of teachlng-learnlng processes

¢

\
"Dlsclpllne-based" approaches to the study of education
are most frequently crltlclzed fot\theif alleged:
a. lack of structure - .o
» . . \‘ *
b. ,resistance to.eduqatlonal reform T
c. advocacy of radical social and cultural change
d. 1mpract*ca11ty and 1rre1evance a® . T

A "normatlve" perspective upon educatlon entalls considera-
tion of )

" a. the histoéical development of schooling

b. .the economic determinants of school curricula

c.- social-class structure. in relation to schooling

d. norms and values as determinants of éﬁucational'

‘policy and practice

Most foundational.scholars.consider empirical and quantita-

tive work in educasion al psychology:
) ©



. 10,

11l.

12,

-
R

v e
———

d.

', as an essential element with{n the foundations -

]

of education ,

%] °

as a viable alternative to so-called "humanistic"-'

studies in education ' : .
as "foundatlonal” in nature but not an integral
element of humanistic foundat;onal studles in
education e J ) -

as relatively useless -‘, /- "

’

Critics such as Arthur Bestor and James Conant attacked
the proprlety Or legltlmacj of foundatlonal courses 1in
schools, colleges, and departments of educatlon because

they belleved such courses: -

a.

C.

d.

Many (though not necessarily all) scholars in the founda--

by'

v ! 1

represented a ‘needless duplication of existing
courses h ,. '

1nfr1nged upon the perogatlves of local school |
d1str1cts ] . '

served to reduce teacher education .to a species
of craft tralnlng ' .
exaggerated the academlc values of neutrallty
and objectivity in the study of education '

tions of educatlon have evinced skeptlclsm toward a compe-~
tency-based approach to teacher preparatlon because they

are persuaded that:

a.

L4

teaching competencles cannot be deflned with suf-
ficient precision and specificity = .
the "average" teacher-candidate is unlikely to

achieve proficiency in, or mastery'of, the neces-

sary competencies

teaching is not reducible to a discrete set of
tasks and performances
competeﬁcy-based'instructiou ignores or minimizes
the affective domain of learning

The "humanistic" component of teacher education mandated )
by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Edu-
cation (NCATE):

14
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a.f}endorses open-spece classrooms and values clarification )

b. ' requires indiyidualized instruction ané;assessment .

“c._ encourages’'the inclusion of in ruction informed _
by the insights of_;he socialyscjence aiscfflines -
and humanities O “

sychological and educa-

A ’ . ,
d. opposes. behaviorism as a
.. tional theory

13. A recurrent theme most freﬁﬁently cited as a way of inte- .
grating foundational studles in educatlon entalls-
«-__a. the relationship bétween school and society .
b. the psychologlcal/aynamlcs of 1nstructlon and
currlcula E . ' ,
. c. Self-concept human 1nteract10n, and child development
' - d. the comparatlve ana1y91s of national school systems

?

14. “Mete—knowledge- has as its object of inquiry: L ;;
— a. knowledge about metaphysics L ' R T
. b.. the, philosophy of schooling | '
___ ¢. _knowledge about knowledge - . .

f. d. ' the,mechanics of 501co-culturai reproductlon

15. The Philosephy of Education;Society.(PES) defines philSophy_
of education primarily as: |
___a. the ptudy of what is real, good, and beautiful
and its educatlonal implications
b. an activity or process of 1nvest1gatlon - .
’ . C. an analysis and defense of educatlonal alms, goals,
- or objectlves

d. a search for eternal truths in education

16.° The most common approach to the teaching of philosophy
of educatio— involves:
a. _description and comparison of alternative systems
or schools ;0f thought

cmgea——

.. b. a survey of "great ideas" among philosophers whe

have addressed educational concerns

¥ 15 |
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c. the.anaiysis of educationai_cbncepts and issues

' ____d. social criticiém

17. The "Eypxcal“ pre-service teacher—education program re-
quires how many semester-credit hours of coursework (or ,
‘ its equivalent) in the foundations of education?
, a. 3-4 hours o
b. 4-6 hours _
. Ce '6-12 hours

e ___d. 12-18 hours : | -
‘ 18. Foundational coursework typically accounts for what percen-
i | tage of all reqq1red coursework (exclusive of clinical
] field experiences). in the "average"*teacher-preparatlon
o program for elementary education majors? ' '
- B .‘ ';_; a. ;aronnd 15 percent * | ,
____b. around 20 percent R T
. __- c. around 25 percent | )
___ 4, .around 33 percent ToLe T ‘ ,

19. Foundational coursework typically accounts for what per-
' centage of all required coursework -(exclusive of clinical
field'experiencesL'iH’Ehe "average" teacher-preparation

program for Seconde§y>education majors?.,
___a. around 10 percent '

b. around 15 percent
____c. around 20 percent

d. around 25 percent

enlna—

L ¢ L

20. Foundational courses 1n education tend most fredﬁently to
be organlzed in terms of: ;
____ a. issues and concepts in education
B, the historical development .of schooling

c. schooling's philosophical orientation’
d. the economits and politics of schooling

21. Those who teach foundational courses in education allegedly

view their task most often as:

. . ) . - . 18
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____ a.
b.

C.

d.

)

imparting pedagogical expertise
advocatingvsociai and éducational reform
describing educational phenomena

providing a broad theoretlpal persnective on
education ' '

22,% A common complaint among many teacher-educators that those

teachxng foundational courses are "subversive” or "dis-

D

loyal” tp the profession arises from the tendency of the

latter td. !

a.

b,

. ‘ “
criticize or'question the status quo

advocate non-democratic ‘means for achxevxng educa-

3 e

tional reforms .
. encourage “utopzan" solutions to real life educa-

tional problems

. deny that:* teac¢hing can or should be considered a

genuine profession

A "foundatlonal“ ana1y51s cf Public Law 94- 182 would" most
llkely lnvqlve. . ' s

a.

a.

b.

1dent1f1cation of the polxcles -and practxces
necesszry for its. successful imglementatlon

a descriptionof the law and prescrxptmons for
carrying out the mandate created. by such_legxslaé&on
criticism of, or an .attack upon,. the legitihacy

and workability of such legislation —

an interpretation of the sécial meaning and norma-

tive implications of 'the law ) o

LI

topic of "mainstreaming" in public schooling:

would be an inappropriate issue to be considered in
a course. in ‘the foundations of education

"would be unlikely to be.dealt with except. in a very
‘cursory fashion.in a course in foundations

mignt warrant considerable attention as an issue .
in a foundatidns course .
could furnish the integrative focus for an entire

[y
»
y \
[

course in foundations

17
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26.

27,

' 28.

- tion assumes: . Ta iy

The search fer a common body.of practice in teacher educa: : "
___a. diversity and’ experimentation are undesirable S S
___b. the possibility of consensus among teawher- _
educators regardlng skills or ‘competencies neces-
sary for successful teaching S . 3
~ theory=-oriented 1nstruction in teacher education
is unnec¢essary '
__;"a. teacher preparation should consist malnly of cllnx- :
cal exper;ences and actual ‘practice’ teachlng '

’ - = . “

Attitudinal Inventory:

Check the space corresponding. to the statement that most

closely represents your qwn attitude or belief. oL
Courses in the foundatio “of eduéation within,teachereﬁ’ %
eduication programs:’ . | - -
___ a. are essential and \should be expanded as component~ ' :
elements of prepar tory programs S ? S
__ b, serve a useful though limited ‘function in teacher -
_— preparatlon ‘

c. ‘should be retaine only as electlves for, students _
studiés - P

1nterested in su .
and should be abolished a Lo

d. are dysfunctiona

Most' of the teacher candidates with whom I am familiat as
students or advisees tend to view required qourses in’ the
foundations of educatxdn as:

a. useless and irrelevant

b. diffiqult and obscure

c. challenging but impracticeal

4]

d. ‘interesting and essential

Courses in the foundations; ¢f education:,

___a. should address specific issues and problems class-
room practitioners may expect to confront in their °
daily work

s 18 :
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29. As -perceived by most of -my colleagues in teacher-education,

~ should directly help tc lmprove teachlng methodology
"and curriculum development

e

d . N >
should offer a broad perspective on the field of 2

education ,
should impart specific .norms, values, and stan-
dards to guide, Educational policy and practice.

research and teaching in foundational studies:

— a. appears "esoteric" and difficult to comprehend .
___b. is éenerall&-ignored as irrelevant to major pro-
‘ %fe931onal concerns in teacher preparatlon
__ €. is usua2 11y accepted but poorly understood )
___ d. is_percelved as useful and relevant ’
30. Precgrams of undergraduate teacher education . - _ .
___a. should "tell it like it is" and offer practical -
training for the'"real” world of teachlng as it s
' presently exists : i gne.
___ b. should teach "against the profession" and attempt . o
‘ to prepare change-agents who will reform the |
educational system
____ ¢. should expose prospectlve teachers to a speclflc """
set of J.dea,ls and standamis by which they may
" judge prevailing_practice ) |
. d. should enablge students to evaluate critically

™ existing theory and practice.in education

N s W
(o TIN o SN © NN o I o TR o T o

Assessment Key ) T

f

8. d 15. b 22. a

9. ¢ l6. a 23.'d

10. a 17. - a 24, ¢

.« 11. ¢ 18. a "25. b
12, ¢ 19. ¢
13. a 26. a
14. a 21. d
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much- confusion and mlsunderstandlng have resulted from the

study in educatlon generally and also as a dgscrtpflon for a
component rement w1th1n teacher/preparation prograns. “Inevxtabiy h

L4 .

as Harry Broudy once ohser\{d.:/:“the word @akés one think of.
N

the building trades, or those great philanthropic geese that

lay the golden eggs for educational reform, or the art of

corsetry.... All ‘these connotations have thélr roots in the ,f;

notion of beginning.... Along with the connotation of'inry

b)Y

tiation or beginning goes the idea of importance. ‘What.is

ko]

foundational is supposed to be fundamental, basic, supportive."

Echoing'a common conplaint, he judged these images and e .

~f
their penumbral meanings to be gquite unsatisfactory:

To begin with, the foundational studies are rarely A

first in order of instruction.... In the second

place, the metaphor of a foundatrzn\as holding
something up, as something on which one builds,

fails badly when used in connection with educational
history .and philosophy, and'limps even with regard —
to the psychology and sociology of education.2

Donald warren likewise consrgered the label.troublesome:

First, it misleads, suggesting that 'Founhdations'
is basic to, if not at the center of, teacher @du-
cation. It is neither, nor should it be. Second,

Definlnggroundatlonai Studies In Educatlon ' 3 ; )

use of the.term "foundations" to describe a field or flelds oﬁ{r' . "i
. .‘i&. ..
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\ - :
tne name is;impreeise in that it fails to charac-
terize a unique component of breparation programs.
To tne extent that teacher education prepares people
to teach, all of its components are Foundational.
In ﬁyrious ways and with different resdhrces, all
attempt to solve the same basic dilemma, to con-
ceptualize and maintain the distinction between
preparatnon and teaching. - Third, the name lends
_itself té\grave miSinterpretation. It encourages
the self-dentradictory notion tkat aacomponent
of teacherfeducation can be anti=practice when the
~Foundations" uniqué potential' lies in the opposite .
direction, in. the capacity to nurture impracticality
within the context of preparing teachers for pro-

fesSional practice.3
S }

. ® -
Several years ago R. Freemdn Butts similarly took note

of the distortion created by the term "foundations" of edu-
. . .

—. Cation in the sense of suggesting underpinnings or a suppor=-

tive structure. Its proper meaning, he argued, is more

closeiy allied with the‘notion of "essential" or "fundamental”
than to the idea of a structural'undergirding for something
else.. Butts further commented, "The emphasis is upon funda-
mental ideas, concept§E3scholarsﬁip, and theory essential for
understanding and improving practice and techniques."4

Thus, the rubric "foundations" has multiple connotations,
none of‘which is entirely adequate to describe the .nature,
content, and function of the activities designated:

/

" (1) Preliminary, or prerequisite to, logically prior;
(2) Basic, fundamgntal,
(3) Structurally supportive, undergirding or underpihning;
(4) Essential, important .

21
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Of the four major alternatives, the last may be the most
defensible construction, though it falls short of characteri-
| zing how or why the studies and activities subsumed under

N L ] ] ] ..‘ [ ]
the term presumably have special significance or importance,

o

| Mindful of the limitations inherent in the descriptor "founda-
tional studies" or "foundations of education," several writers
have attempted to offer alternatives such as'"education(al)
studies," or "policy studiés"™ in education--which may or may
not necessarily have the same referents. 1In any event, al-
though such. teras have found limited acceptance, the phrase
"foundationg of education," sometimes preceded by tne/modi-
fier "social" and/o;'”cultural," remains more common. For

want of a more. adequate label, the foundational designation

]
ot

continues in use. -
Whatever the speoific loe®tion employed, a recurrent
theme in most formulations is the idea of a linkage between
- one or more of the established academic disc1plines in the
humanities.and social sciences, on the one hand, and the
tneory and/or practice of education on the other. The” con-
junction is’ suggested by the hybrid "disciplines" or "sub-
.discipiines“ or "areas" of specialized inguiry, research and
teaching associated with the foundations of education: philo-
sophy of educationﬂ-history of education, sociology of educa-
tion, anthropology of education, and so on. Altetrnatively,
the adjective "educational" as a modifier pyecedes ieferencee
to various discipiines, as in educational apthropology,
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education socioiogy, edgcational history, educational

.philosophy, and.so forth. )

Also closely tied to the foundatlonal label are courses v

B O L WY TR S [ RSSO

in comparative and’lnternatlonal educatlon, educatlonal pollcy
studies, the social or ‘cultural foundations-of education, -
ptiociples of edocation, aeslhetics and education, religion .
and education, 1ntroduct1on to education} and (occasionally,
depending on how they are construed), curriculum’ theory, ,
multi-cultural’ education, issues 1n educatlon, and psychology
of educatlon, or educqtlonal psychology.-: ‘ : o

. An older, well-established connotation for foundational

studies in education emphasizes the integrative and cross-.

disciplinary or multi-disciplinary character of research.

and teaching in the field rather than diséiplinary affili-
ations as such. Thus, for example, many institutions offer
courses bearing such t%tles as "Social Foundations of Educa-
tion" or "Cultural Foundations"” which do not mark out any
particular disciplinary base or approach to the stuoy of
education. fﬁis appears to be especially true of onmibﬁs, o
survey-type courses of .-an introductory nature in professsional
education.

Designators for the "foundetional" component -in under-
,graduate pre-service teecher-education programs exhibit con-
siderable variety and ambiguity. In a recent study of under-“
graduate foundations of education courses most frequently

offered by schools, colleges, aod departments of education,
it was found that coursework could be categortjjsiﬁp rank

25 y
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order, as follows: .

- (1) 1Introduction to Education; - | *
) "'“fz) phiibéoﬁhy of Education;'

(3) History of American Education; ' - .
. . . (4) Curriculum Theory; ‘ B
(5) (Humanistic) Psycﬂblogy of Education; -
(6) Issues.and Trends In Educafion{’ |
(7) School Law; } '
(8) Social Foundations of Education-
(9) Multi-cultural:Education;
(10) School Organizaﬁioh, Management;
(11) Comparative and Intérna;ional Education;
(12) Human Relations in'Education; N . . . 2
- (13) Socio;ogy of Education; and ’

.(140"His£ory of Educational Thought.
Less frequen;ly'offered w3re courses in contemporary educational
theory, politics aﬁd éducation, feligion and education, educa-
tional eéonomics, aesthetics and eaucationﬁ’poliéy analysis in
education, educatiqnal anthropoiogy, world history of education,
and contemporary criticism in education.5 -

Terminology appearing in state regulations governing initial
teacher certification or in guidelines for state approval of |
preparatory programs for teachers likewise maLes use of many
different phrases or é%scriptions. Within those rules that

«+ . do refer explicitly\to a foundatiqd@l component, the following |
terms were identified in one recent national survey, in order

of frequency:

-
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"Poundations of education” “

"Philosophy of education" - -~ .
"History of education” ' : T
| "Psychological foundations of education"-

y

"Social foundation% of edugatibn"
"Philosophical foundations of qgucation"'
"Compéfative education”

"Historical foundations of education"

"Introduction to education"

l“\ "Principles of education"— y

-

”Cultufal foundations of education"
"Current issues £n education"
. ’ ‘"Eduéationa}_context,qr system”
o ﬁmuiticultural‘education"
"Orientation in education"
"School as‘éocial instifutiOn" -
?School in relation to society"
’"Soéiology of education"
"Study of the schoo],"6
Overall, the permissiveness of official or institutional
nomenclature makes it exceedingly diff&cult to fix precisely
the identiﬁy of foundational stﬁdies in education. Acerbating
that difficulty.is pérennial disagreement on the same issue
amoné foundational scholars theﬁselves. With considé;able
justificatién, one writer has noted, "...Thé‘field seems to

Pe undergoing a crisis of ident{ty, as evidenced by the lack

of ‘agreement ©n a name; a common frame of reference; or for

e | » (
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that mafter, its very reason for being."

7

Minimally, hewever,

it segﬂﬁﬁﬁaﬁemtpmclaim that the foundations- of education have

v Y,’ .
as bkoad ﬁbci of concern and interest:

ol

¥ (l)

(5)

(6)

description, analysis, interpretation,; and

criticism of theory, policy, and practice in

education;

Ed

elucidation of the gssumptiogp. presupposi- ,

tions, beliefs, and values underlying educa-
tibnal\theory, policy, or.practice;

study of the thea;y of the theory (i.e., -
"meta~-theory") of teaching and learning;
study of the.cpmplex intefrelations between
culture orhgociety and the school (and other
educative ageﬂcies and influences); .
study of the-social, political, economic,
and moral meanings or implications 6f educd-~
tional processes‘ané events;

exploration of contemporary issues, contro-

versies, trends, and movements in education.

AESA ‘And NCATE Standards For Foundétiénal Studies

4

The closest-approximation to an "official" or authori-

tative characterization of the "foundations of education" is

L

supplied in a set of Stanaards.adopted in 1977 by the’

American ‘Educational Studies Association (AESA).

As therein

defined, the term was taken to refer to "a broadly-conceived

field of study that derives its character and fundamental

theories from a number of academic disciplines, combinations

¢

]
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of disclpliqeﬁl\?nd area studies: historyﬂ philosophy,

“~

1

sociology, anthropology, religion, political science, eco-

nomics, -psychology, cdmparative and international education,

educational studies, ané educagﬁpnal policy studies."8

The AESA Task Force responsible for drafting the Associ-
at%Pgné guidelines noted that fdﬁndat&onal studies in eggca-
tion have been represented by a number of variant approaches
and interpretationr |

There are those who have promot-d the.idea‘that

Fogzaatiops of\Eéucation shoul. be assembled aébund

. educational issues, using.thé issﬁes as curriculum-
selecting and curriculuq-qrgénizing pfinciples.
. Some have insisﬁgd that inte;disciplinary.and gen-
\ eralist concerns- should. supercede the commitments
of Foundations of Edu¢ation scholars to specific
discipliﬁes. Others have held to the priority of
‘close disciplinary ties for Foundations Qf Educa-
tion scholars. . SOmé hgve promoted the desirability
-~ ‘of curriculum liaisons between Foundations of °

Education scholars and teacher-gducators in other

fields, fof emeple. administration, counséling.

and guiéance, urban education, and curriculum and
instruction. €till others have argued for the
establishment of working ties between Foundations

of Education scholars and community groups, and

R . .
for involvement in areas of concern that go beyond

R

“g-



the schéoling gnterprise._ At the:present time
there are distinéuished advocates for allXthege
approaches;9
. Nonetheless, an "overarching and.ﬁrofoundly imﬁortant“
'.acédemic and professionai pufpose allegedly unifies persons-
P whe, identify with any of these differing approaches to the
| foundational study pf’education, namely, "the development
of ingéiprgg}vé;:hé;malive, and crit%cal pergpectives on

wl0

' v -
educationg“}ﬂéluding non-schooling enterprises. The AESA
L ' '

document 's characterizations are worthy of quotation in full:

A}

(1) The interpretive perspectives,_ﬁgigb theories and
| resources developed within the humanities and the
social and behavioral sciences, assist students in
examining and expl:siining education within differing o
‘i : _ contexts. Foundational studies prom;te analyseé of
the meaning,-intént, and effects of educational . !
institutions;'including schools. Educational :.1iought
and practice inevitably reflect particular contexts
and beliefs. They can,be pegéeived differently from
various histoEicai, philosophicél, cultural, and
social class perspectives. E&ucation, whether in
the form of sbhooling or some other arrangement,
thus cannot be understood me;eiy in terms of its

present and immediately visible characteristics.

. __.Understanding follows from attempts to interpret

+
~9-28
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educational thought and practice within their
special contexts and to translate them from one per-

.spective to another. This deeper level of under- ,

standing is requlred of seholars who expect to 1n~
crease knowledge about educatlon and of practi-
tioners. committed to the delxvery or improvement

of educational services.. The =ffectiveness of
both kinds of professionals depends fundamentally
on their intelligent comprehension of educational
thought and practice. A major task of foundational

' studies is to provide the resources, -incentives, and

skills students require in performing the interpre-
tive functions.* - - |

The normative perspectives assist students in
examining and explaining educat;on in light of value
orientations. Foundational "studies promote under- )
standing of normative and ethical behavior in educa-
tional development end.rebognition of the inevitable
presence of normative influences in educational thought
and practice. Foundational studies probe the nature
of assumptions about education and schooling. They
examine the relation of policy analysis to values -,
and the extent to which educational policymaking
reflects values. Finally, they encourage students
to develop their.own value positions regarding edu-
cation on the basis of eritical study and their own

reflections.,

The critical perspectives assist students in examin-
ing and explaining education ih light of its origins,
major influenres, and consequences. Foundational
studies promote critical understanding of educatlonal -

. thought. and practice, and of the decisions and

events which have shaped them, in their various con-.
texts. These multi-dimensional modes of analysis

-10- 29
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_encourage students to‘develop inquiry'skiils, ques-

+ -tion educational assumptions and arrangements, and

. subject them to critical review. ' In particular,

' the pritical.perspectivea.provided through founda-
tional studies enable students to examine equality
and inequality in the distribution of educational

. opportunity and outcome. They promoté understand-

. ing of past and pregsent patterns of exclusion in

education, the causes of exclusion and inequality, -

and the.educational needs and aspiration of excluded
minorities.- Finally, foundational studies encourage
the development of policyﬁgking perspectives and
skills in searching, for resolutions to educational

~ problems and issues. | ‘ |

Y
IS

[4

Foundational study of interpretive, normative, and crihi;
cal perspectiﬁes within education, as the QESA's.éaSk Forcé
commented, tends to rely heaviiy on "the resources aﬁ&
mefhodologies" of ‘he humanitiés, éartiéuiarly higstory anaf.

phiibsopgy, and .the social and behavioral sciences. 1Its A

primary objéctive, as the Task Force'phraSed«it, "is to.

. sharpen students’ abiiitiéE“to-examiqg\3§g~explain educetional

proposals, arrangements, and practices and f;jﬁéﬁeiop a dis-
ciplined sense of policy-oriented educational regponsibi;ity.“

Foundational studies encourage "knowledge and understanding

¢ N ) )
of education historically and philosophically and in view

. . . . . 1 34
of its social, economic, and political relations.”

Predictably, ther AESA definition of foundations of

education as a field of study has been criticized for its

vagueness ér ambiguity Critics have pointed out, for

- -

=11~

30

[ )

3%

R
2

Sl ©

A .
e S el

N P
S -J-ﬁ’: 2 e i e RS

TS SR IR S upapey



&

.
f -,

Y

B R R R S S e S e R i e i et e i
" A -
- \ %‘ . :
. . . , . ] . Z
example, that in attempting t+. delimit the :field the state- R
. . . ,l . ) L)
menf ‘appears to include the behavioral séiences along with .
o\ o

0

“curriculum for prospective teachers"” shali include ‘in--

the humanities and the soci&l sciences as cognate disoiplines

to educational foundations. Elsewhere, however, the qlaim

R L P P SO G IR T O

is made that educational psychologya"is not an acoeptable

T QAT
DEFR A

substitute.:.“ for coursawork in the’ foundations of eéucation.13 i

Confusion onotnis point, it should be notedk_gtems from : ﬂg
the conjunction of "humanistic" and "behavioral” studies 1 : :uféz
-witnin another'atandaro'goVerning'thé"aoéreditagion of ’"”?g
teacher-~education programs, as advanced by'the.Nationai- \ ,j%
Council fog;Accreditation of Teaoher Education (NCAEE) " b f%
é;ecﬂia\aily, Standard #2.3.2 applicable to basic programs ; ;ﬁ
stipulates that "the professional studiee.component'oﬁ each ‘é

O T
T e L b e
LA R R

struction in the h’manidtic studies and the behavioral

studiesg," The.accompanying narrative offering a rationale f%
for the standard reads as follows: ) fg
Many disciplines are important in the preparation i%
of teachers. However, not all disciplines are: >

o ‘_“rv

equally relevant, and their relevance is not al- o
ways obvious. 1In the following standard it is as- ' ' .
sumed that prob!ems concerning the nature and aims
of education, the curriculum, the organizatron and

administration of a school system,'and the process

of teaching and learning can bé studied with respect

to their historical development and the related

philosophical issues. These studies are referred -
to heregfter as ‘the humanistic studies. The prob- |
lems of education can also be studied with respect

L)

N
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to the findings and methods of psychology. sociology,
' .anthropology, economics, ‘and political science.
: - Such studies are referred toras.behavioral ‘gtudies.
Thése humanistic and behavioral studies differ from
e - the usual study of history, phijosophy, psychology,
| ' sociology, anthropology, economics, and politjical
science in that they address themselves to.the '
problems of education. . THe major purpose of such P -
studies is to provide the.student with a set of ; -
.contexts in which educational problems can be ' ' '
understood and interpreted. , '

The humanistic and behavioral studies require a
familiarity with 'the parent disciplines on which
they are based. This familiarity may be acquired
as part of the general studies and/or as part of
the content for the teaching specialty.

' The standard does not imply that instruction in the
humanistic and behavioral studies should bg organ=-
ized or structured in a partzcular way. Instruc-
tion in these studies may be offered in such courses
as history and/or\philosophy of education, educa-

5 e tional sociology, psychology of education or as an
integral part of such courses as history, philoso- L
phy, psychology, sociology; ,Or,as topics in founda~- i?ﬁ
tion courses, problems in education courses, or in '
professional block programéf or as independent .
readmgs,14
Clearly, the NCATE standard is highly formal in character.

)
EE2
g

3
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It specifically disavowE any intent to mandate & particular
course or set of courses; .and it does not indicate except in

the most general terms possible what the content of instruc-

- 3p
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‘tion‘ehould be. ..Nor doeéﬂthg AESA document. The problem is.

that whereas the former documentxépeakg of numanistic and
behavioral studies, its wording does not~fule\out an inter-
.pretation under which "or" could substitute fof\dand;" In
other words, a course in,psychology of education alone (a.
"behavioral" study) might technically satisfy the'NCAxﬁ stan-

7
dard.’ The AESA definition, however, was intended to exclude

tnis possibility,'i €., educational_psxchology is .not, ,prop=_
erly speaking, a component element within the foundations

of education; at least not in the same way' as history or phito-
sophy of education. Confusion arises then in fixing the place
of "non-behayiotal".psycholocy of education, curriculum

theorx, and eo fo;th vis-a-vis the foundations.

The intent of those who drafted the AESA standards

" apparently was to devise a formulation or definition of the

foundations which would emphasize a "humanistic" over a "be-
haVioral“ interpretatiou of NCATE Standard 2.3.2. In short,
while it was acknowledged that psychological studies in edu-
cation could be "fouyndational" .in aome'negotiaole sense,
the practical concern was to proscribe the substitution of
coureework in psychology .0of education for coursework in his;ﬂ
tory, philosophy, sociolpgy, or anthropology of education or
coursework of an integrative, multi—disciplinary character.
Again, critics have taken exception to thé fact that

-e ® L] (] []
the Amerfban Educational Studiee Association's official

position is to support a "diversity" of arrangements and

T4 33,
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approaches to foundational curricula and instruction. As
Nash and Agne complain,

Unfortunately, the statement tries too hard to in-
corpofate all the traditionally dissident foundational
groups within the AESA umbrella. Thus, AESA offici-
ally supports the presence of foundational féculty .
who are predominantly.conﬁempora:y issues oriented,

or interdisciplinarians, or generalistsg, or disci-
plinarians, or liaison-minded, or community advo-
cates, as long as each...promotes 'interpretive,

e m A

normative, and ¢ritiealpexspectives’-on-education,
The difficulty with this well-intended effort...is
that the current chaos of perspective, policy, and
éontent in the foundational field is maintained.
Indeed, faculty who deal with anything remotely

conceptual in content can'justify.their offerings
as 'foundational,'l? vl

Further, it has been said “that the interpretive, norma-

L4

tive, and cgiticalﬁperspectives encouraged by AESA's state-
ment are ihsuf}iciently differentiated. Nash and Agne, once-
again, argue that the first two appear to ;e&uce to t@e
"critical," whereby students are enjoinedJuéo develop in-
quiry skills, question educational ?ssumptions-and érrange-
ments, and spbject them to critical review." To outside
observers, it has appeared that the explusive concefn of

foundational studies is to produce gratuitous criticism of

existing policies and practices in education, without regard

for what may be defensible and entirely legitimate about

existing arrangements. Furthermore, it is doubtful whether

34
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the specigication of interpretive, normative} afd critical
perspectives suggeéts anything unique or distinctive about
foundational*instruction. Many people working in counseling,

language arts, currigculum, and other specialties, for in-

-

stance, would likely argue that they also are concerned with
"contextual" knowledge, that they inteﬁd to promote under-
standing orf the meaning, intent, and effects of educational
institugions, that they wish to encourage .the development

of "inquiry skills," and that they too offer a "value ori-
entation" on educational thought and pgactice.

In response, the AESA definition of educational founda-
tions has been defended by one bf its original authors as a
necessary first step in providing greater coherence and a
shared sense of identity for thé field:

. The definitions applied to the foundations vary.
Some hold to, the traditional offerings of philosophy,
history and psychology of education; some utilize a
broader notior of the social foundations of education
including anthropology, sociology, economics, and
political science; some prefer the more integrative
'interéretive, normative, and critical' label de-
veloped by the American Educational Studies Associa-
tion this past decade.. Whatever defln}tlon one -
prefers, the m1551on of the foundations must be

understood, institutionalized, and effectively im-

plemented if the education profession and our pub-

/ lic educational institutions are to survive the

' challenges of the 1980s.1®

Fie-
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Reflecting back on the work that went into devising a
formula capable of reflecting a variety of foundationai ap- %
'proaches, Alan Jones recalled, "I participated in an extended
and often agonizing effort to define the fougaations of
education in.a-contemporary context and to set forth academic
standards by which the acceptable performance ¢f the founda-
tional role in professional education could be judged."17
He quoted approvingly from Mixine Greene on the need for
such'standards when she commented, "...without memory, with-
out '‘a feeling of connectedqess and continuity, there can be
no sense og personal identity. Much the same is trﬁe ébout
cultural identity and the identity of a profession or a field.“18

Nonetﬁeless, as several critics have noted, the question
of an identity for foundational studies in education has al-
ways proven troublesome. Today more than ever the onus
is upon scholars in the field to demonstrate to colleagues
and students the profgssional validity and relevance of what
they teach, and that there is something distinctive about
foundational studies that warrants their inclusion as a re-
quired element in p{éparatory programs for teachers. 1In
no sense is this need for explanation andujustiffbation a
recent phenomenon. Proponents of’foundations of education ..

have always faced the challenge of defending the legitimacy

of the field since its inception roughly a century ago.
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' The Origins Of Foundational Studies

)

The beginnings of foundaﬂipnil studies in education in

an academic setting trace back to the early 1880's when‘fpr-_
mal courses in the.histofy and philosophy of education.f-rst
made their appearance. Coursework in the "foundations" loomed
large in early teacher-preﬁaratéﬁ& curricula. The reason

was obvious. As'Jehnings Wagoner has noted, "In trying to
develop a science or discipline of education, in a#tempting

to 'professionalize' education, the créators of the field

L)

were forced to borrow liberally from existing bodies of

- S

N

) 4

Little formal knowledge about organizing curricula,

'knowledge;)"19

managiﬁg.teaching and learning processes, or educational -

| administration existed in the late nineteenth century.
Research was rudimentary at best. Hean/Qhose who pioneered
in the development of courses in profe381onal education.
borrowed freely what ;hey could from all available sources,‘
seeking to provide substance for an gmerging ;iéld of study. -

Attempting to "flesh out" meagre course offérings, the ear-

liest university professors of education culled the pedagqgi- *

cal treatises of the Greeks”and Romans for relevant in-

Ve

structional materials. They adapted from the writings of

the Church fathers, from the essays'of prominent Reéaissance
and Reformation figures, and from works on education autpored
by various theorists and practipioners of the seventeenth,

etghteenth, and nineteenth ‘centiries. Prior to 1900, in
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fact, history of education was cone of the most commonly-
offered courses in.pormal institutions, teachérs' chleges,

and in fledgling universify-based schools or departmenté*‘

of education.20 ’ o

'After 1900, however, professional education courses
gan to proliferate quickly. - Educational ps$ychology, courses-
in assessment and evaluation, teaching methods and instruc-
‘tional management, curriculum, and administrative supervision

all began to crowd‘the onze-substantial posifion claimeé}P

histofy of education no longer represented the most impor-

tant field of study required of prospective educators:22

-

If-wa examine the freaquency of requifed courses in
the rast, we f£ind a gradually changing pattern.

In 1905...history of educat}on was the most fre-
quently required of all courses fnr prospective
teachers in normai schools and colleges. Psychology
was next most frequently required, and practice
teaching after that. Courses labelled pedagogy

and school management were less frequenﬁly re-
quired. 1In 1914, practice teaching was regquired
more often than anything else, hut history of edu-
cation was just behind in frequency. Next in

order was psychology, followed by courses in school
management, child study, and principles of teaching.
By 1933, practice teaching had retained its pre-
eminence, and educational psychology and general
psychology were the next most frequently-requ}red
courses. School administration and supervigion
foilowed, and courses called 'Principles of Teaching'
and 'Introduction to Teaching' came last in frequency.

—~
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Thus the humanistic foundations, first represented
at the turn of the century by ubicquitous courses
in the history of education, all but disappeared
in the Depreséion, represented only--if at all-- ‘
by occasionally required catch-all kinds of co}urses.z3 -

Factors responsiBle for the erosion of humanistic-
foundational studies in teacher educatian were not difficult ;5
to discern. Chief among them was a burgeoning "scientific" ‘
movemeht in education which promised greater efficiency and
economy in the management of instruction. As explained by
Charles Judd of the UniVéfSiﬁy of Chidago,"thé"fiéidméf'ééh;'kmmwmm—mmw_
cation'was to be separated from "theory" altogether and
wedded to a new "science" of testing and measurement.24

Accordingly, the .riterion-by which to judge ény course in : -

* teacher-traininc was its scientific (i.e., experimental-
empirical) valiaity and, more broadly, its immediate applica4-

bility.25 Not surprisingly tHen, as scientism in education

=mam%Ngzined in popularity, liberal or humanistic courses were
banished -from the center of teacher education and relegated

more and more to the periphery. A romance with the trap-

i

pings of scientiffc,precision and technology in American
teacher preparation, it was increasingly evident, marked

. the beginqings of a major new trend. bltimately, it threatened
to make foundational studies a marginal species. . )

Meanwhilé, other forces were working torthrow the founda-

tions of education on the defensive. First and foremost was
oppogition from liberal-afts faculties to the development
of all professional courses i1education and the establishment

4

-20-




/

of education as an academic field. With ample justificaﬁion

in many cases, critics assailed the curricula of schools, L
departments and colleges of education for lack of substance
and/échqlarly vigor. At Harvard in the early 1890's,
according to one acéount, many members of the academic'fgculty
viewed thé'department of education with barely-disguised

26

. contempt. Nor did these attitudes of suspicion and skep-

ticism change much in. the hecades follo;ing. ﬁeedless to

add perhaps,; courses in'the history.é:.phi¥959phy.qu§§gg§:'”.

“ﬁidﬁ'ﬁéféwéinéied'6ut'ﬁs'specia1 targets for criticism.

Because they were 6rganized and staffed by "educationists "

not by spécialists in the'cognate disciplines, they were

suspect. - Worse yet, it was alleged, such offerings failed

to reflect the objectivity of’their parent disciplines.

Their functié;, or so it was claimed, was more laudatory and

inspirational than it was bring hig;oricai or philosobhical

perspectiﬁe and insighﬁ to the work of preparing classéoom . )

teachers, ) -
In point of fact, alledations by liberal-arts professors

that foundations'coursés were unscholaﬁ}y and poorly-taught

were generally well-founded. 1In the early 1900's and for

some ;ime thereafter, foundational cour.es did suffer from

a lack of adeguate instructional :esoﬁrces and roorly-prepared

instructors. Few departments of educatién had trained his-

torians or'philosopher; on their faculty; and many who offered

instruction in such subjects did so on a part-time basis only.

Most were not thoroughly versed in the subject-matter they taught.
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Aé if~oppo§%tion from liberal arts faculties was not
enough, foundational scholars in education also had to con- )
tend with the ABubts of their own colleagues in schools
or departments of education as to the value or relevance of
their courses in a professional program. Just as the struggle
between protagonists of liberél and prdfesgiona1~edu§ation
was waged between liberal-arts professors and education
faculty, the same issue surfaced in contesﬁs among rival
factions within teacher ‘'education itself,

Some teacher-educators sfrongly supported a:' liberal
component-within teacher education,-and.hence were inclined
to defend the legitimacy of.offering foundational courses in
the history or philosopﬁy or sociology of educatiﬁn. Others
however, questioned whether coursework lacking any opviqﬁs
and immediate utility deserved a place in professional teacher

v education. 1In a very real sense, tension between professionally-
oriented "utilitarians" or "functionalists" and liberal "aca-
demicians" proveéd enduring. Controversy between the two
factions continues to the present day, qith one grbup argu-
ing that teacher-training should be stfictly "yocational,"
and another that teacher preﬁarétion cannot and should not
be construed as a narrow technical entefprise. The place
of foundational studies in education has often depended on
which viewpoint predoﬁinates at aﬂy given moment.

Foundational scholars themselves, historically, have re-

produced in microcosm this same controversy over the pro-

priety of coursework not directly geared to the exigencies

a
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of classroom practice. One viewpoint holds that research and
teaching in tha’field is analogous to their gquivalents in
other fields; that is, study ggégg education is a moré'or
less autonomous, academically self-justifying endeavor.
The‘fact~that such studies typically are lodged in pro-
fessional schools is taken to be purely fortuitous. An-

other point of view--with many graduations in between--is

. concerned to emphasize the practical or utilitarian charac-

ter of educational  foundations. _ In one form or anothgr

the issue furnishes a topic of perennial debate. It was to
assume a new guise in the 1930's, coincident with the emer-
gence of the so-called "social foundations" of education as

an institutional entity.

The Emergence Of Social Foundations

L4

A major reconceptualization of foundational studies in
education was the product of an organizational restrucfur-
ing that occured at Teachers College, Columbia University,
in the early Thirties.' From an administrative standpoint,
foundations took shapé as one of five divisions, comprising
"all that was left" after the four divisions of Administration,
Curriculum and Instruction, Tests and Measurements, and Guid-
ance had been created. It included "history of education,
philosophy of education, educational sociology, educational
economics, comp;rative educatidn, and some aspects of educa-

tionél psychology."27



The creation of Division I, Social and Philosophical
Fbundgpionsof Education, at.Teachers College gave obvious
impetu; to a move to consolidate and integrate. instruction
in what“heretofore_had been separate specialized courses re-
flecting their respective disciplinary affiliations. The
chiéf inspiration for developing one or more interdisciplinary
courses of a foundaﬁionél naﬁure was provided by a smallf
group of social activists and refofmers whose members in-
cluded such well-known educators as George™ Counts, Harold
Rugg, John Childs, and WilliZ;’Heard Kilpatrick. The result
of their efforts in 1934-35 was a two-semester course entitled
"Social Foundations of Educ_ation.“28

By the 1940'5, this intefdisciplinary model had been
adopted at a number of other teacher-training institutions.
Its stress was upbn the integration of digciplinary knowledge
in the service of social reconstruction. Convinced that teé-
cher education should more directly address pressing contem-
porary issues and probiemS'in society at iarge, proponents
of the social foundations approach saw inéegrative courses as .
important vehicigs fgx enlisting teachers in a campaign to
build "a new social order." This activist strain was echoed
in principles enunciated by another group of foundational
scholars affiliated with the College of Education at the
University of Illinois, where a reorganiéation between 1947
and 1950 had led to the creation of a similar Division of

Historical, Comparative, Philosophical, and Social Founda-

tions of Education. "Social foundations as a field," it was

-24- 4 4
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affirmed," is concerned with those aspects and problems of
soéiety which need to be taken into account in determining
educational policy, especially as this policy concerns the
social role of the school, and in determining broader social
policies which affect.educatioqal policy."29

As the Iilinois group viewed them, courses in the gocial
foundations, first, should be "functional" in the'sehse of
Qeveloping "professional competence“@o'deal with important
contemporary educational problems," and, ;ecgg@}y, they
should be interdisgiplinary in.character, drawing inspiration
from many different academic fields. How to achieve that
two-fold aim, however, rema;ned open to question. Efforts
at synthesis simply fueled the debate between those who
viewed foundational studies as derivative frqm, and depen-
dent upon, the traditional academic disciplines and those
who sought to create an independent'foundational discipline
in its own right. | .

Tﬁe former point of view was éupported by those who
feared that history or philosophy of eaucationfwould disappear
into the anonymity of integrated  courses in :social founda-

' While a discipline-based approach might,conceiv-
bly shed light on current policy issﬁes or problems, supporters
argued, courses in foundatibns should be taught with ‘liberal
rather than functio;al'values uppermost in mind. And above
all they should be taught separately and not be alléwed to.
be swallowed up in an inchaote potpourri called social or

cultural foundations.

. .-2 |
A4



.
A}

The lakter perspective, emphasizing problem-solving
and direct attention to contemporary policy quesions, was
just as vigoroysly defended. According to the position
enunciated at Illinois in the Fifties, the need to de?l‘with
social issues wohld have to sﬁpercede disciplinarf ioyalties..
The fqgndations were not viewed as'in@épgndent'from the tra-
"ditional disciplines,'but in a foundationél contekt the
o . disciplines would assure a rather different relationship to
one another thah'rhey would have in their own settings. The
product of an interdisciplihary integﬁation, it was hoped,
would be an "area" of study whose focus was,upon.edﬁcational
policie§ and pracffges. The notion .of an integrative "field,J
something which has its own reality apart from the ag-
gregation uf its elements but which 'still preserves their

individual identities, was held up as an ideal.ao’

Two Opposing Conceptions Of Foundational Studies
] .

This enduring internecine battle between those who-per-
ceived foundational studies as liberal disciplines and those
who view the field as|ﬁfunctional," of direct utility to
practitioners, reverberates even at the present time. Ever
since the emergence of social foundations courses, opponents
'pave fought for thelrigor and purity of a discipline-based
orientation. cheré'advobate an approach transcending any

single disciplinary frame of reference, one more directly

addressed to ‘practical issues of policy and practice in

‘ 45 .
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education. As Walter Feinberg noted, it is a "central dispute,
expressed many times and in differgnf ways, but one which

. .
can be captured by -a single question:

Is the unde:staﬁding of a practical activity such
as education best approached by modeling inguiry
after the established disciplines, or is there
something about the object of educational under-
standing itself which cannot be captured by anyr
single discipliné or'even by adding together the
insights of many disciplinés? |
"Each side of this dispute," he vommented, "has its ;dvbb;tes,

and it is an issue which had been-réised in more'than one of

| the allied disciplines. On ane side of ghe issue stand the
traditional foundationists who}believe in an integrated course
of study in which the insights of various disciplines have
been sifted and sorted for that whichxspeaks to the practicqy
work of schooling. dn the other side are those who believe
that to subordinate a @iscipline to some unguestioned end,
‘such as the improvement of schooling, is ultimately to distort
~its insights and to turn it into a tool of propaganda and

\

ideology. ,
Feinberg appeared to suppprt criticisms directed against
"traditional foundation?sts" that their wogk has béen too
closely tied to the concern of immediate practice, and in
particular, chargeg that most social-foundations advocates

have been insufficiently critical of existing school usage:

4
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It is baid.that‘they have been unable and per-
haps unwilling to look critically at the relation- )

ships between schooling.and other more powerful

institutidhs, and thereby\to;see the crucial ways

in which‘schools are bent, shaped, and molded by

dominant interest groups. It also has been said

that they have watered down the insights of the o
disciplines by looking at the past from their per- I
spective in the present. It is said that they have '
served as apologists for the public schools and

have given educational scholarship a bad name. >2

- On the opposing side are those like Norman Bernier and
Averile McClelland who flatly assert: "When the foundations
of education remain tied to the traditional disciplines, they

continue to be both deriﬁative and devendent. When they ex-
. # . .
pand their horizons and focus on education writ large, they

33

become generative and autonomous." David Conrad, Robert

Nash and David Shiman are equally adamant on the point, having;
argued on numerous o~-asions that when teachers of founda-

_ }
tions courses cling intractably to their own disciplines,

whether it be philosophy, anthropoloqgy, or history of educa-
tion, they run the risk of turning themselves into merely
decorative atavisms in teacher education:

Today, foundations people can no longer remain dis-
passionatley analytical, continuing to provide
educators with what they consider the indispensable
theoretical basis for action. This classical apologia
for including the foundations of education in teacher

preparations is now obsolete.34

4/
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The problem with a specialized educational.philosopher,
historian, or sociologist, they allege, is that he or she

tends to feel most comfortable in his or her specialty and

is reluctant to become involved in anything beyond the in-

]

vestigative, analytic dimension of education. Many do not

.event view their principal function to be the gdugation of

teachers at all. What ails the social and humanistic founda-
tions, they claim, is a "slavish tendency to ape the disci-
pL%pes,"‘ Insofar as foundational scholars attempt to borrow‘
legitimacy from academic disciplines, they neglect the éay-
to~-day professional concerns of their natural consfituen£s=
prospective and practicing educators. Instead, like their
counterparts in the disciplines to whom they louk for models,
they spend inordinate amounts of time debating and critiqu-
ing one anothé} on trivial technical issues. All the while
they neglect the'radical reorganization aﬁd integration of | .
subject matter so sorely needed in educational studies.35
According to the same authors, the typical foundations..
scholar tends to be "out of toucﬁ" with what is going on_in
the schools. His or her commitment to subject matter and
to the study of education as a dispipiine precludes anything
other than the "disengaged vantage point‘of academician-
outsider" in examining'schooling processes. He or she forgets
that the foundational area "chould provide interdisciplinary
illumination of the myriad issues and problems confronting

36

the contemporary educator." Elsewhere, discussing what

they call "a suicidal syndrome," they commented:

45
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While students everywhere continue to challenge the
validity’of our offerings, and while many administra-
tors severely limit or even discontinue our programs,
we in foundational fields still strive assiduously

to become more rigorous; i.e., we persist in 'strength-
ening' our course offerings so that they mirror even
more closely offerings in the scholarly disciplines....¢
For all of our talk about the value of cross-
fertilization and general understanding, we still

cling tenaciously to the boundaries of the estab-
lished disciplines. We still fail to realize that

in real life situations the knowledge categories

are not segmented; problems in the real world of the
school and other social i?stituttons requi:e inter=

disciplinary approaches for their resolutiori.37

The divorce of theory. from application characteristic .
& foundational courses, they furéher allege, stems from
an emphasis upon abstract aﬁalysis and knowledge-building
(the lega®y of the disciplines) rather than on "interpreta-
tion and explénation of actual educational situations and the
development of proble?rsolving procedures.” Not surprisingly,
they argue that foundational studies should link-theory and
practice, should be taﬁght by genuine interdisciplinarians,
should be "down-to-;arth rather than esoteric," should be
"probleh-based," and infused with a greater sense of "social

purpese and conviction." Their conclusion is that

Foundational studies will justify their place in
teacher training programs when they are vigorously
cross-dicciplinary; when they are unifying in terms

49
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of fostering composite models of human behavior,
needs, motivation, and 1eafning; when,the§ are as
concerned with exploring, and helping people to
develop: workable theories as they have traditionally
been with building esoteric theories that too often
are merely espoused but not practiced; when they can
provide more vital and provocative explanatory con-
structs, as well as a variety of experimental ef-
forts to demonstrate the tactical implications of -
those constructs; when they become more "full-bodied," s |
as concerned with the personal meanihg of information

as they are with intellectual inquiry &nd analysis;

and when they abdicate their historical disengage-

ment. from the affairs of the socio-political/educational
world and begin to advocate a larger, normative

social vision.38

Critics
LY * {

Ordinarily, an "internal" argumegt over the proper concep-
tualization and organization of foundational studies in edu-
cation might ippear trivial and reiatively unimportant to |
outsiders. .In point of fact, however, the.disputation touches
‘upon a fundamental issue: what role (if any) foundational
studies have in teac&er education, and,\more broadly, the
character of teacher prebaration itself. More specifically,
the basic question is the nature of the cdntribution founda-
tional studies can or should £}y,to offerwin preparing
teachers for their myriad tasks.

The issue assumes special urgency against the background

of a barrage of criticism from those who question whether

_31-0U
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foundational studies have any raison d'8tre whatsoever, Some-

times the attack is levied by those within the educational
professoriate. ﬁpst as often critics speak from outside the
Education Establishment. Arthur E. Bestor, a historian at ,

the University of Illinois, was one among several detractors,

| beginniﬁéuinwéﬁé"iégﬁyé}.thwgueétioped the légitimacy of

such courses as philosophy ahd histor, of education.

o

™ In his widely read Educational Wastelands (1953) and

>~

. again in Restoration of Learning (1955), for example, Bestor

criticized thoge ygo,‘he alleged, | had demonstrated "no real
interest in interdisciplinary cooperation and no sense of
academic partnership" by creating indépendent courses‘in
educational history and philosophy within échools or colleges
of education. He condemned the ;warping of the greét intel~-
lectual disciplines to serve the narrow purposes of indoc-
trination and vocationalism" allegedly represented by such
courses, and called for a "process of devolufion" whereby theése
wnould be re-aborbed back into the academic departments where
they properly belongéd.39

Shortly thereafter James D. Koerner took issue with the
claim that prospective teachers should be exposed to anything
akin to philosophy or history' of education,'claiming that
philosophical opinions about education, as he phrased it,

"tend to be hortatory, histrionic, and proselytic...not

closely related to observable, measurable phenomena." Since

_32- 01
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philosophical consideration are "abstruse by nature and lend
themselves more to persuasion than proof," Koerner concluded,

they should be eliminated entirely from teacher-training
40

. programs.

More thoughtful by far was the judgment offered in James

B. Conant's infiuential The Education of American Teachers
(1963). If there was a demonstrable need for prospective .

educators to study the social foundations of education, he

argued, that need could be best satisfied through courses
taught by professors of philosophy, history, political science,
anthropology, sociology, and psychoiogy. Consequently, he '
saw little need for separate courses offeredﬂin schools,
‘colleges, or departments-of education.41

Conant reserved™his sharpest condemnation, however,

for introductory courses in foundations of education. As

T~

he viewed them, they were eclectic patchworks of history,
philosophy, sociologyh‘and pedagogy--typically éuffering
from superficiality of treatment and utterly devoid of any
integfative focus. His advice was to scrap them, "for not only
are they usually worthless, but they.give education depart-
égnts a bad name.“4‘2 |
Predictably, the reaction'to Cohant's critique from °
schélars in the foundationsvwas almost universally negative.
In particular, foundations people took issue with Conant's
43

seeming indifference to the study of educational theory.

Critics pointed out that if his recommendations were fcllowed,

0N
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the effect would be to regress teacher education back to the

44

days of simple apprenticeship training. The teaching act,

it was alleged,’ cannot be reduced to "the habitual applica-
@
tion of a set of routines" or performance tasks to be learned

by rote and applied in igge rigid'mechanical fashion. Class-
room instructidg}/in/SEher,words, cannot be construed as a

craft like plumbing or carpentry, best learned through e¥peri-

ence alone.45
\

More recehtly, B. Othanel Smith, in A Design for a School

of Pedaéqu s reiterated Conant's anti-theoretical stance

vis;glvis'teaqgér education. The only sort of "theory" Smith
Y . .
is prepared to accept is "empirical clinical knowledge." As

he puts it, "Academic pedagogical knowledde...seldom yields

n46

teaching prescriptions.... Inasmuch as the aim of tea- .

8
cher training is to prepare candidates to teach, clinical

P

observation or direct experience with existing strategies

and techniques are preferable to learning “"non-empirical"

theoretical knowledge about teaching. Thus, foundations courses

. presumably coyld be dispensed with, because, as Smith phrases

it, "teachers are corvect when they assert that what they
learn in the so-called foundations of education is not helpful
in managing the classroom and carrying on ins;ructional
activities." Foundational knowledge, in short, "is not ap-
propriate for the development of skills for either classroom

47

or interaction with peers and laypersons." The pre-service
L4
%

student, Smith insists, should not be exposed to “theories

54 - .
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and practices derived from 1deqlogies and philosophies about
the way schools should be."The,ruie should be to teach, and

. B - . ' 1

-~ . to teath thoroughly, ‘the knowledge and skills that equip begin-

ning\teachgrs to work successfully in today's clas.;sroom."48

(2

Reviewing Basic Issues

A number of issues have been brought to the fore by
vcritics guch as-Smiéh, by Bestor, Conant, and Koerner begofe

him, and by many others too numerous to cite. Some have been

alluded to previously. Framed as questioﬁs, they include
. ..
the following:
A
(1) 1Is teacher preparation reducible to a species of

craft-training, consisting of the acquisition of a
discrete set of skills, pe;formance-competencies,
and tasks? Can or should these "competencies" be
learned without benefit of some understanding or
awareness of their theoretical underpinnings? How
‘athebretical should teacher edu¥ation be?

(2) Can teachers be trained primariiy in field settings
and through direct clinical experience? &

(3) If there is a defehsible theoretical component in
teacher education, is it exclusively or primarily
descriptive and empirical in character? Or does it

include a normative and a critical dimension? Is

the process of preparing teachers ideologically or
politically neutral? Does teaching competence consist
wholly of a mastery of pre-defined instructional and
Y b management techniques?
(4) Does the concept of "professionalism" in education
imply a need for prospective classroom practitioners
to acquire “"contextual" knowledge about the theory

) and practice of education?
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(5) How can so-called foundational studies in education
best satisfy the alleged need for "perspective" or sense
of “context"?

(6) Who should teach foundations ;ourses? Where should
foundational courses be housed in academic institutions?

"(7) How should such unrses be organized? Should there be
separate specialized courses in history, philosophy, socio-
logy, and the politics of‘education,'each reflecting the
content and forms of ingquiry of their réspective parent
disciplines? Or, alternatively, is the paramount'need
for an interdisciplinary synfhesis and integration{ one
structured around the study of education as an academic
aiscipline and borrowing its motive coﬁcepts from within
gducation itself (e.qg., c?rriculum,_insthction, teaching,
learning, schooling, educatibﬁél aims and objectives,
knowledge, etc.)?

(8) Can foundational studies in education be best defined
in terms of content or by purposes and objectives?
Do the§ assume their identity primarily in terms of a de-
finable body of subject matter, or in terms of the role
they play in teacher education?
More simply, these sets of questions reduced to three

basic issues:

(1) What‘should be the main content of foundational

4
courses in education?




(2) How should foundational studies be organized and
presented?
(3) what purposes can the foundations fulfill in teacher

education? , ,
In considering these three themes, it will be helpful,

first, to review a representative portion of what in recent
years has become é-voluminous literature dealing with pro-
posals for unifying foundational studies; secondly, to examine
the“%ﬁ:ual scope of the foundational component in pre-

’ service preparatory programs; and then,finally, based partly
on whatever consensus may be .apparent, to outline a péssible

rationale for foundational studies in teacher education.

The Search For Unity

Attempts to delineate a single integrative theme or
focus for foundétional studies or to stipulate an irreducible
content "core" have been as varied as they have been un-
successful. John LipKin, for exaﬁple, once argued that the
study of .the relationship between education and the social
order constitutes a "central postulate" from which stems
both the reationale and the content of educational founda-
tions studies. The reciprocal school-society reiationship,
he insisted, "is the key to the ultimate purpose of fcunda-
tions.studiesﬂ" In amplifying his argument, Lipkih explained:

...It should be apparent that our study cannot

be restricled to a single discipline. 1Instead,
the findings and methods of history, philosophy,
and the social sciences would be utilized insofar

1)
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as they are relevant to the schoocl-society rela-
tionship. This study coulc not be considered a
disciplinq/éﬁ the conventional sense, for it does
not possess separate and uniquq.methods'and subject
matter, We would prefer to consider it a dis-
ciplined study, adhering to the established canons
of scholarship, with the advantage of being a bor-
rower and lender without impunity.49'

Similar though somewhat broader in scope was the proposal

offered by William Stanley that the social foundations of edu-

cation concentrate on such themes as the nature of humanking,
the ﬁeaning’"of the good and the public welfare," the nature
of knowledge, the relation of the school to the social order,
and processes of socialachange.50 | ‘
Joseph Browde, on the other hand, urged a "dxnamic" ap-
pxoach involving three organizing themes: . “man," "society, "
and “educatioﬂ/scﬁooling.“ The theme of "man allegedly offers
opportunities to pursue such questioné as "what does it méan
to be a human being?" and "How do human beings differ from’
other life-forms?" Further questions would concern how and
why human individuals behave in the ways they do, drawing upon
philosophy, developmental psychology, and learning theory for -
possible answers. Dealing with society would require con-
fronting questions about "the meaning cf culture, the Aeyelop-
ment of institutions, socialization, the problems of inter-
personal, intergfoup, and world.relations,,and the rule of
government with respect to social philosophies." The theme of

"education/schooling," as Browde characterized it, would

S/
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consider a broad range of hiétorical, social, political,
and moral issues in their educational bearings.51

“ In contrast, James W. Wagener saw' "knowledge about know-
ledge" (meta-knowledge)-~"the confiéuration of knowledge as(it
defines the learner and his environment and...the alternatives
Open...far shaping this environment"--as a central target of
énalysis. In essence, his thesis was that foundations courses
should deal'with’"the phéhomenon of knowledge, which...means
the configuration of noetic c}aims made at any given time."
He continued, "The configuration or shape of knowledge is
not the substance of those claims: facts, ideas, information,
data. Nor can it be reduced to the structure of knowledge
or modes of analyzing knowledge.... The shape of knowledge
~refers rather to méta-knowledge or kno&ledge about knowledge."52
Again, Alkert Grande, pursuing a more psychologically-based
approach, pressed for a focus in foundational courses upon
self-concepp, yuman interaction, and the dynamics of the
teaching task.53

For R. Freeman Butts, the "ultimate goal" of founda-

tional study, as he put it, "is normative and judgmental; it
is the effort to solve problems, improve policy‘and practice,
and move in desired educational and sqcial directions."
While insisting that improved judgmeﬂt would require a secure
grounding in opjective, empirical, and disciplined methods-
of analysis provided by scholarly fields of knowledge, he

added, "We must...face the fact that education is integrally

involved in the deepest social concerns of society and culture.



¢
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Education is often invoived in the crises points, the turmoil,

the conflict, and the controversy that swirl around the process

of social and culturdl change." Consequently, Butts embhasized,
/ Pd

2 .

"the knowledge we réquire iélpolicy-oriented knowledge, know-

¢

ledge that is relevent to those deepegt spcial concerns thét
affect education." ' | s

."The foundational task,"'he continued, "is thus nothing
less }han the use of disgiplined knowlédge to understand and
evaluate the most fundamental social and éultural problems )
of...societies, the direction the societies are moving, aﬁa
the role that education should pla§ in that movement." Plead-
ing for.a less provincial outlook, Butts concluded that the
proper theoretical framework‘for foundational studies in
education should be "the interdiscivlinary study of the Tjge'-
nization.process and the role that edgcatioh should pl;y as
traditional societies eithar seek or are.impelled to trans-
form themselves into modern societies.™ Modernization, he

4

argued, would provide a "principle of selection”" for materials

to be included in the foundational study of education.54

More deta%led and substantive in its specifics was the

’

proposal advanced by Nicholas Appleton in hisrcali for a

33 Basic-

"modular" approach to. the foundations of education.
ally, his was a reactiop to the common complaint that founda-
tional courses lack structure. As Moses Stambler had observed,
"...The traditional courses in social foundations Z-hévg7'a

heavy veliance on bits and “ragments of insight from the

social sciences and humanities; this course consists of

9Y
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fragmented materials without any internal logic, discipline’
or rationality. At some institutions this course has turned _

into an amorphous, directianless operation....“56

Appletop's
answer was to abandon the traditional course format in
favor of a series of "mini~-courses" or instructional units,
each of wﬁich would bM\Qore or léss self—contained The \
first twq, as he ées rfged them, would provide "a pervasive
conceptual scheme" on whlch to build other foundational
themes and processes of inquiry through secceeding modules.
Appleton's first proposed module was to "investigate
the concepts and principles inherent in a pluralistic society."
The second} closely related to the first, would present and
explore "the principles of'democracy thch we, as a society;
profess to value and toward which we constantly strive, all
the whlle attempting to base the mechanics of our societal
relationships on these principles." Because American society's
social structure is based on these.two ideals, they play
a major role in the operation of Aﬁerican education. All
major issues in educatipn,'the basis of authority, profes-
sionalism, racial equality,. or the investigation and applica-
tion of theoretical constructs, he asserted, must be viewed
and interpreted within the framework of these concepts.57
Appleton cited from "an almost infinite number of pos- &
sibilities" several possible "areas of interest" around which
other modules could be 6rganized, including "the civil rights

of teachers," "professionalism in education," "educating the

powerless," and "religion and public education." Under his

“il- 6y
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scheme, the organization of fqundafional studies would be
open-énded, thereby providing the-qpportunity to add or
subtract modules depeqaing_on_nééd or circumstances.

Taking their cug from the American Educational Associa-
tion's claim that.{oundational courses ‘should "foster a re-
‘flective, critical perspective" on the e&ﬁcatfonal venture,
Nash and Agne posed a series of "foundational questions”
they feit should frame coursework: ‘How educable are people?
’hat ;s the importance of education? What ought to Ee the
qualities of the educated person? What is ethical policy
and practice? Who shou;d go to school? What should be
studied? ﬁho should educate? Who should be the educational
leaders? Does educati9n have intrinsic as well as instru-

- mental enés? Is education a discipline? Does education occur
in settings other than schools? Throughout, they urged "an
‘analytic,‘questipqéng approach to educational problems,"
particularly those involving human relationships, as the sine
gggfggg of educational'f_oundations.58

Landon Beyer and Kenneth Zeichner have offered a similar
list of questions: What kind of educational institutions
are most desirable or appropriate, and why? How did the
present system of education develop, .and upon whét basic
ideas and values does it depend? Whose interests does the
system serQe? Is the role of schools in contemporary society
ethically defensible? Foundations instruction, they argued,

Y
should underscore the political nature of schooling and open

b1
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‘reproduction of skills and the re¢production of consciousness."”

*

up for scrutiny and debate questions having to do with the
development, functions, and consequences of schooling. Cour- -
ses‘ should focus upon "the social dimensions of education, -
éspecialiy“the role of schools in the wider social order,

ﬁ
and hence generate questions of a normative and ideological

sort."59

Similar in character to Wagener's claim that "meta-
knowledge: should frame the foundations was Walter Feinberg's
judgment that educational studies could be unified through
the study of the role of formal and informal agencies in

socio-cultural reproduction. Education, he observed, "is

best understopd by recognizing that one of the functions of
any society is that of maintaining intérgeherational con-

tinuity--that is, of maintaining its identity as a society
across-generations...and it is education...which carries on
this function." Hence, foundational studies should concen-
trate upon "the aims and processess of social reproduction

as reflected in the practices of institutions and individuals."

More specifically, according to Feinberg, the "clear domain"
for integrated educational studies would be analysis of "the
knowledge code of a given society and the way in which that
code is processed by different individuals and grouﬁs, through
different frames and with different implications for the
60

As many more examples might be cited to illustrate the
tremendous Qariety of conceptual models, themes, and approaches

offered as ways of unifying research and teaching in foundational
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studies. Someare psychologically or sociologically oriented;
some eméhasize a philosophical or' social-anthropological
perspective; some stress historical develépment; and\a‘few

" introduce a comparative and international dimension. Many
highlight political issues and concerns relating to education.
It is tempting to see some propasals as being somewhat
ideosyncratic, that is, they appear to reflect an individual
author's experience, training, and parficular interests often-
times more than a comprehensive judgment of what is most‘cen-
tral to the field. What the various schema do share in
common, however, is an interdisciplinary or "trans-disciplinary"
frame of reference. Nonetheless, no one has yet adduced a

"sufficiently attractive or-compelling rationale for any given

ke yomer P

«d

position such that it has won universal assent. Experimen-

tation and diversity will likely continue, with some courses

organized around concepts (e.g., teaching, learning, school-

Y

ing, curriculum, aims and objectives), some based on issues

s

or problems (equality of access and opportunity, religion in

- education, minority education,.etc.), trends or movements

* in education (mainstreaming, compensatory education, voca-
tionalism, back-to-basics, futurism, and so on); and some
structured around broad interdisciplinary "themes" (moder-
nization, socio-cultural reproduction, meta-knowledge, pro-
fessionalism in education, power and authofity, governance,

~

school and society, etc. ad infinitum). Some courses, finally

will attempt to combine all four orientations.

b
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Permutations In Discipline-Based #oundational Studies

'In smaller teacher-training institutions, a single inte-
érative or multi-disciplinary "social foundations of é&ucation"'
course is the Aorm, often serving the dual function of pro- -
viding ;n introductioﬁ to the field of professional education
as wellz Only in the larger, more prestigious ‘schools,
colleges, and departments of education is it possible to offer-
an array of‘speciali:ed courses in phiiosophy of education,
history of education, educational soéiology, comparative
education, and so on. At some schools, two or more courses
are required in the teacher-education curriculum. More common
is the arrangement whereby students sérgst one course érom ~}
among sexerél in order to satisfy the “ﬁoﬁndational" require-
ment in their progréms.

Not_counﬁing introductory survey courses and pgychology
of education, philosophy angghistory of education are the
two foundatjonal courses mest frequently offered at the
undergraduate level. Each may exhibit tremendous variability

B

in terms of content, conceptual orientation, and pedogogical

approach.

Philosophy of Education. As set forth in its "Stan-
dards for Academic and Professional Instruction in‘PhiIOSOphy
of Educétfbn" (1980), the Philosophy of Education Society

\ ° .
(PES) stipulates that philosophical studies in educaticn
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ought to "provide essential skills snd concepts that cannot

be treated quintesséntially in behavioral, historical and
pedagogical componenis of teacher educstion srograms."

Philosophy of education "focuses on the principles, criteria

and methods ¢of achieving clarity asd consistency in judg-

ments," of detecting and evaluating basic assumptions,. and (

of critically evaluating the soundness of arguments: It is {

!
)
. -y
to be understood as a "activity" that: }*s?

...confronts the most basic and general conceptions {

in (1) arguing about underlying causes of social
‘and educational phensmena, as well as other Qques-
tions dealing with the nature of reality, (2) analy-
zing contending purposes and standards for sﬂucation,
as well as other ethical questions, and (3) evaluat-
img the basic principles and criteria we employ or
assume when we make claims to the truthfulness of
what we say. Philosophical studies may also have
an integrative or synthesizing dimension, providing
for the comprehensive collation and evaluation of
theories, from a variety of ﬁ%sclplines, on general
' and basic questions regarding edpcatlon as a funda-
mental cultural enterprlse.61 x\wj

. Furthermore, the narrative accompanylng the PES stand-
ards make it plain that phllosophy of educatlon is not gen-
eral philosophy--it consists of "philosophic skills and con-
cepts applied to educational concerns and issues." Nor is
its study merely an opportunity to express orﬂforﬁulate a
"personal philosophy." It is not a statement about current
or. proposed policies and practlce such‘as "all pupils should

be'mﬁated with equal care and concern" or "we believe in the
J

Ne-
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dignity of'each individual." Rather, philosophy of education
scrutinizes such.slogans in order to formulate and justify
educational purposes. Finally, the PES statement indicates
that courses in phiiosophy 6f education should examine edu-
cational policies, practices or progfams "in terms of axiolog-
ical, epistemological, linguistic, logical and ontological |
considerations central to the philosophic énterpriée.“ No
single course, it is emphasizecd, is expeéted to cover all
gimensions or applications of philosophic skills and subject
‘matter and a variety of emphases and ofganizational patterns
may be followed.62

In terms of how philosophy of education courses:'are
actually taught, that "variety" is readily apparent.  The
following table s&ggests, according to -one recent study,
3

a dozen or s0 instructional approaches employed:6

Organization. Of Content/Instructional Approach % Of

Respondents

Philosophic systems or schools of thought in

their educational bearings (e.g., Realism, 21

idealismL>P:ggmagismL>Existentialism, etc.)

"Other" (Unspecified or not classified) 13

Philosophers of education, classical and

modern, and their doctrines 11
o Philosophic categories of inquiry (evg.,

metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, etc.) 9

applie d to educational issues, concepts,

problems '

Social, political philosophy in relation to

contemporary social, economic, and political 9

issues in education

“47" By
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- Existentialist, phenomenological criticism

Napd education 9
Séﬁngl and society, ideological movements in
education _ 8
Selected contemporary education theorists (e.g.,

t 4

Piaget, Kohlberg, Bruner, R.S. Peters, etc.) and 5
their writings ' ‘

. Analysis of concepts, arguments, etc. in educ;-
tional discourse; theory construction in education, 5
ordinary language analysis; pillosophy as logical/-

conceptual inquiry

Moral philosopﬁy, ethics in education, noxmative
discourse T 3
Neo-Marxist interpretatﬂén, criticism of edu-

cational policy/practice _ 2
Critical "theory, soei$logy of kndwledge in re-

lation to education

Policy analysis and education
Literary, aesthetic criticism, analysis and

education 1 -
History of Education. Apart from whatever historio- -
g;aphical context or frame of reference predominates, courses /f
‘ in the history of education offer endless possibilities for &E/’/

how inquiry is to be sustained. The focus might be on educa-

tional ideas, ancient and modern. Or it might be institutions
. and their development. The emphasis might fall on one

particular time period (e.g., American education since the

1600's) or it could encompass the entire séan of Westerﬁ

civilization. 1Instruction could be organized around."themes"

or "problems" of an historical nature; élternatively, a

course might trace historical developments in chronological

b/
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sequence. The tabie below indicates five common strategies
s

prevalent in teaching the history of education:64

Organization Of Content/Instructional Approach % Of
Respondents

Survey of education from the American colonial

period to modern times 3}
Issue-oriented historical analysis of trends,
concepts, problems, movements in education. 31
Survey of educatioh.from\qntiquity to modern
times. _ 17
Exposition/analysis of major education theorists
(e.g., Plato, Aristotle, Quintilian, Rousseah, 17
Herba¥t, Mann, Dewey, Etc.) N

’ "Other" (Unspecified or not classified) 3
In~depch analysis of specifi orical
period.and/dr geographical e.g., the

. Progressive Era, developmenti of national school 2

systems, etc.)

\~" . .
Sociology of Education. Like philosophy or history of

education, courses in sociology of education also exhibit
considerable variety. Without necessarily indicating the
specific content in praticular courses surveyed, the following

table ranks the four major approaches most frequently pursued:

- Organization Of Content/Instructional Approach % Of
Respondents
Concept O issue-n:-iented analysis of Amerié;n 3
e@pcation{(e.g., socialization, social strat- 47

ification.by calss, racé, sex, religion, etc.)

Descriptive overview of American school system,

organization and administration, learner charac-\ 34
teristics, access and attrition, sociological

determinants of curricula, etc.




13

Sociological/philosophic analysis, criticism,

utilizing theoretical constructs derived from 10
prominent writers, e.qg., D{rkheim, Halbermas,

etc. : .

"Other" (Unspecifigd or not classified) 7
in—gepth case studies of education phenomena

in their sociological bearings - , ‘ 4

Comparative and International Education. Finally, among

those schools, colleges. and departments of education that
offer undergraduate courses in comparative and/or inter-

national education, six organizational formats predominate.

The following table summarizes these ap'proaches:66

4

Organization Of Content/Instructional Approach % Of
Respondents

"Structural” descriptibns of- and comparisons‘

among, various national school systems among

the less developed/developing/Third World c¢oun- . 30
tries and/or contrasts between "first/Second wWorld"
systems and "Third World" national systems. ’ ‘
Issue-oriented analysis in a comparative perspec-

tive (e.g., bilingualism, minority assimilation, 18

access and attrition, etc.)

Development education; policy planning and
development; educational problems of emergent - 14

nations

"Structural" descriptions of and comparisons
among various national school systems (e.g.,
education in England, Germany, France, Soviet 14
Union, United States, etc.) within developed

countries

b
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Concept-oriented analysis in a comparagive

perspective (aims, goals, pedagogy, adminis- 10
trative format, curricula, etc.) '
"Other" ] 8
"Functional" analysis of schooling in a compara-

tive context or from an international perspective
(e.g., the institution of schooling as social | 6
control, cultural imperialism, etc.)

Introduéto;y Foundational Courses .

As previously noted, fréquently a required introductory
course to theestudy of Qrofessignal education amounts to ong -
and the same thing as a gencral "social foundations" course,
the latter purporting to integrate several disciplinary per-

- spectives. Consjdering the scope of possible content to
be addressed, these courses typically display even greater
diversity than -do more specialized courses of a foupdational
nature: The folloﬁlnq table illustrates in very broad terms
67

half a dozen major gpporaches:

Organization Of Content/Instructional Approach % Of
Respondents

School and society, issues and trends (prob- 2
- .

.lems, movements, controversies, 'etc.) in 24
education.

Introduction t education as a practical endeavor
and as a field of study (descriptive overview),
socialization and schooling, administration and
governance, local-state-federal relations, legal
issues and school law, supreme court decisions 21
affecting schooling, teaching as a career and a
'profession, classroom discipline, teacher ethics,

societal determinants of curricula, etc.

l ) -5]1- .
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"Other" : . , 17
Eclectic, inter-disciplinary approach to the study
of education, e.g., segments organized by disciplines:
history, philosophy; sociology, psychology, issu%£

and trends, etc.

Social-intellectual criticism: societal determin-

ants pf education, school and the social/economic/
political order, ideological movements, alternative - 8
'governance models in schooling, 'etc.

Aims and objectives, methodologies, oréanization

of schooling, trends and movements, issues and

"controversies, etc. 8

- Sociological overview; social class stratification,

socialization, political culture, schooling and
socio-economic equality/mobility, . - 6
bureaucratization, governance, etc.

The multiplicity of férmats:characteriséic of introductory
foundational courses is further illustrated by the content and
organization ‘of textbooks used in teaching such courses. Lii-
erally scores of texts are currently available, each digfering

considerably from the others. For illustrative purposes,

L 4

refe;ence wil% be made to Ehe following nine titles, all of
which are of recent vintage and have enjoyed widespread usage:

Arthur K. Ellis, John J. Cogan, and Kenneth R. Howey,
-‘Intfoauction to The Foundations of Educatién
(Engléwood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1981)
Robert J. Havighurst and Daniel U. Leyin, Scciety and
Education, Fifth Edition (Bostdnﬁ All&n and
Bacon, 1979)
John Jarolimek, The Schools in Contemporary Society,
An Analysis of Social Currents, Issues, and Forces

(New York: Macmillan, 1981)

7l
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Donald E. Orlosky, ed., Infroduction to Education,
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1982)

Allan C. Ornstein and Daniel U. Levin, An Introduc-
‘tion to the Foﬁgggg;ons of Education, Second
Edition (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1981)

Ssandford W. Reitman, Education, Society, and Change,
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 198l)

Kevin Ryan and James M. Cooper, Those Who Can Teach,
Third Edition (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1980)

Richard D. van Scotter, Richard J. Draft, and John D.
Haas, Foundations of Education, Social Perspectives
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1979)

David A. Welton, Realms of Teaching, An Introduction
to Amer{pan Education (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1979)

The Ellis, Cogan and Howey volume ;bens with’a discussion
of the function and purpose of teaching, types of instruction,
and common characteristics of those who elect to become
teachers. ‘This is followed by a section devoted to factors
influencing job availability and ralaries fcr teachers, types
of teaching experiences, and popular attitudes toward teachers,
and student and teache£ rights and liabilities. Part 1 of
the book ends with a descriptive overview of the work of the
AFT and NEA, and an analysis of the distinctiod‘between
"education" and "schooling."

Part 2 offers an overview of five philos?phies of educa-
tion' a brief summary of the history of education from Graeco-
Roman antiquity up through the ﬁenaissénce and Reformation;
and a similarly-abbreviated treatment of schooling from the

colonial period in America up to the present. Another chap-

ter is given over to societal expectations of schooling
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and the school's functions of cultural transmission, hupan
development,'the equalization of opportunity, and effecting
socialréhaﬁge.

A third section or part of the text gives a descriptivé
overview of how sthools are organized at various levels;
contrasting approaches to curricula and classroom manage-
ment; patterns of administrative and financial administration
of séhooling at federal, state;'and lqcal levels; and con-
cludes with chapters devoted to contemporary issues (finance,
discipline, equal opportunity, bilingual educafion, busing,
mainstreaming, technological innoVation, sex and drug abuse,
the back-to-basics movement), multicultural education,
proﬁlems of accountability i; education (including testing
and assessment), and societai forces affecting school cur-
ricual. Section 4 discusses curriculum theory and practice,
“and the future state of the teaching profession.

The text by Havighurst and Levin, a very popular resource
now in its fifth editiony is organized rather differently.
Its 21 sepgéate chapters are distributed throughout 5 parts
or sections. In part 1, readers are introduced to such topics
as education and the American social-class structure, school-
ing angd socio~eccnomic opportuhity, the role of the college
in the U.S. social system, mobility, and the interaction of
schools with the social-class structure.

Part II deals with child-rearing in different social-

class environments, the impaci of ti.. home environment upon

7 o,
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children's cognitive development, the fate of low-status
students in public schools, compensatory education, peer-
group influences, and.Adolescent.developmental behaviox.
Part III centers_on‘urban education, treating such topics
as urbanization, segrégaéio?, and city-school financing.

Fart 1V looks at education in relatién td demographic
and economic trends, .the needs of minority students,_cultural
pluralism and social integration, and women . -Part V
examines the sociai characteristics of teach;rs, the teacher's
multiple roles in the classroom and comﬁunity, and the current
status of the teaching profession.

Jarolimek's volume has 12 chapters. The first anal&zes
the dynamics of school-society relationships. chapter 2
reviews the allegations of'modern school critics. A third
chapter looks at the various roles schools perform as social
instﬁfutions. Chapter 4 is given over to race, ethnicity,
and sex in relation to schooling; whereas chapter 5 discusses
vocationalism and the world of work. The chapter foilowing
is devoted to equal educational opportunity.

Chapters 7 and 8 supply treatments of sociél status,
power, and the influence of social, cultural and ethnic
variables on schooling. Eéonomic and political factors
influencing school decision-making frame the next two chap-
ters. Chapter 1l examines the role of organized teacher
groups- on educational policy; the concluding chapter takes

up the question of managing educational change.

74
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The %ntroductory text edited by Orlosky is an anthology.
- Once again, there are four main parts or sections, each

consisting of 4 or 5 separate essays. In Part I, readers
are supplied an overview of teaching as a profession, with
special attention given to hiétorical and philosophical per-
spectives. Part II is concerned with the dynamics of class-
room iﬁ%e;éction and management. Part III looks to such
iss;es as child development, educational alternatives, £each-
ing exceptional children, and instructional resources and i

technology. Part IV addresses such topics as profgssionalism,

curriculum development, field experiences, ad the future of

.ca

/o

public education. \\\
Ornstein and,Leyin's book covers much the same topics
as the texts by Ellis, Cogan and Howey ,and by Havighurst and’
Levin: teaching as a préfession, teacher education, account-
ability, and so on. Part II deals with the historical and
philosophical foundations 'of education. Part III, "Social
Foundations," considers social class,léulture, race, educa-
tional achievement, and student peer group-influernces upon
learning., Part IV is devoted to questions concerning educa-
tional aims, Furricula, school organization, desegregation, |
compensatory educatioq, and "trends and issues in the 1980's"
(e.g., multicultural education, mainstreaming, school finance
reform, mastery learning, minimum competency teasting, and
similar topics).

The third edition of Ryan and Cooper's popular text is

organized around a series of questions: Why teach? What
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problems does the beginning teacher face? How do people
become teachers? Why are knowledge and theory important in
teaching? What skills and attitudes does the teacher need?
What is a school? What is life in schools like? What is
taught? How ‘are sqhools governed and controlled? 1Is teach-
ing a profession or a trade? What a£e'the major issues and
controversies in contemporary education? and Is there a job

for you in education?

The book Foundat.ions of Education: Social Perspectives

by Van Scotter, Kraft and Haas yields up chaptefs on the
history of education (traditional and revisionist views),
various formal philosophies of education'(Idealism, Realism,
Pragmatism, Existentiali;m, etc.,‘the politics of educafion‘
(issues of power and control)! ecénomics and education,
socialization in schools, the fole of values in education,
racism and ethnicity, sexism, school orgénization and struc-
ture, curricula, alternative schooling, teacher profession-
alism, issues and models of education for "global gurvival,”

and futurism in educational planning.

Reitman's Education, Society, and Change (1981),

essentially a revision of an earlier work entitled Founda-

tions of Education for Prospective Teachers (1977), is written,

as the author's preface explains, "in the tradition of the
social foundations calling upon the disciplines of soci-
ology, social psychology, anthropology, economics, and

including as well history and philosophy." Insights from

'these disciplines are "synthesized and interwoven throughout

-57-~
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the text and serve as a backdrop to...educational concerns"
(p. x). Among the many recent developments tfeated a&e public
attitudes toward schools, reshifting youth values and expec-
tancies, alternative schoolé and vouchers, neo-c&nservatism
and .the back-to-basics movement, sécondary edycational re-

form, new federal and state educational priorities--expecially

Q

mainstreaming of the handicapped--school violence, #nd disci-

pline, problems in financing public education, teqchers'\\\\;‘

~
[}

unions and collective bargaining, and teacher tenure.
' Reitman's text emphasizes "the dynamics of current inter-

L]

personal, organization, and cultural factors that reldte to

educationtz(p. 18), with chapters based on the variant func-

tions and roles of schooling in contemporary societ&, the
historieé{ development of U.S. public education, cultural
lag’anq the "social context" of American education (e.g.,

‘ the changing familial struct fe; iqstitutional change and
development, social stratification; peer-group values and
behavior, and evolving human values). Separate chapters

_discuss maﬂor systems of educational philosophy.and conflict-
ing ideologies in education. Others take up the gueséion
of the structure of authority and control in formal education,
the school as a distinctive "social system,"® teacher leader-
ship in the classroom, and the relationship of social and

edcuational change.

Welton's Realms of Teaching offers yet another approach.

Part 1 on the "foundations" of American education is organized

4
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on a historical basis, emphasizing major developments in

educational thougﬁt and pracﬁice since the 1920's. Part.2
treats finance and governance issues, the professional rights // .
and responsibilities of teachers, and schooling from thé .’/

student's perspective. Part 3 introd:7es curriculum plan- i

ning, development, and evaluation; and ends with an overview ~ |
y !

of classroom management problems and educational prospects

for the future.

Assuming such texts find widespread application in the :

~

teaching of undergraduate courses in the foundations of . )

education, it appears almost impossible to offer very many

defensible generalizations as to the actual content of in-

.

struction and how it is structured. Apparently, in about one-

fourth of all cases, the approach taken is, first, to describe
(and occasionally to analyze) selected issues and trends in

modern schooling. These may or may not necessariiy be set in

some broader conceptual or interpretive context. Typically,

the focus is upon the reciprocal relationship between society

and the school as a social institution. In-roughly the same

percentage of cases, the intent, secondly, is to introduce the
sweep and scope of education as a field of study, to present
a broad overview of how schooling is organized, financed, and

controlled; thirdly, to review movements and major controver-
- N ]

sies in education; and finally, to consider the nature of

-

¢,

teaching as a career.
A M o
- :
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Sometimes, the foundational study of education is seg-

mented into disciplinary perspectives, each offering a
different‘w;y of looking at the phenomena under discussioﬁ
(e.qg., hiétoridélJ‘philosophical, sociologikal, politiéal,
comparative, and so on). then;imeé when. this particular
approach is pursued, little or no attempt is made to integrate
or bring together all the separate treatments. In remain-

ing ‘cases, several other approaches are employed: social -

?

criticism, policy analysis, sociological description, and so

forth ad yinfinitum. Overall, it may be fair to claim

that no single body of subject-matter defines foundational
coursework. Depending on how a course is conceived, all of
-educatipn as a socio-éultural pheqsmenon could be taken as
its province. Hence, except at the'risk of being arbitrary
and purely stigulative, it iﬁ Yirtually impossible to
identify or éesignate a common'body of‘knowledge for founda-

’

tional studies in education.

4 . ' ‘
A moment's reflection will suggest why this is neces-
sarily the case. If, for example, philosophy’of’educat{on'
is construed primarily as an actiﬁitx or pro;ess zf analysis,
' judgment,‘and interpretat%on rather than a definable boay of
assumptions,'éheories, or facts, then it follows that the
evaluagive, explanatory and analytic processes of philosophic
inquiry,cin be apﬁ&ied to practically all educqtional phenoma.
As the PES standards make y;ain, the skills and concepts
-~

involved can be used to address almost all educational con-

cerns and issues.




A

Similarly\u dynamic interpretation of history of education
would seem to precihée its definition as a static ;ssemblade
of facts, names, and dates. While, admittedly, not all as-
pects of the historical record are équally impo*tant or rele-
vant, the data can be treated in an almost infinite variety
of. ways, depending upon what specific qpestiops frame the
inquiry, the historiographical frame of reference or context
used in selecting materials for considération, and the

»

thematic fdtus employed. -

The same point appliés inter alia to the comparative,
the political, ‘the economic, or the sociological séudy of
éducation. Particulé%ly with respect to undergraduate teacher
education, the point of foundational studies is not to gen-
erate an independent'body af %hdwledge about education so
much ag it may be to offer a set of alternative ways of locking
at it in some broader context. One might very well cite the

most common theories, concepts, and facts addressed within

foundatioqgl courses,'but such an enumeration would fall

1 ]

short of specifying a-content all share in common. To the
y : R

tidy-minded, the sesmingly indeterminate nature of the founda-
tions is somewhat offensive, or at least disquieting. Others
argue that the scope of content is at once a majer strength

as well ag a possible liability within the field.

St
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The Actual Scope And Role Of The Foundational Component
In Undergraduate Pre--Service Teacher Education

.

Heretofore, reliable empirical data on the scope of the
}-foundational componént in teacher education have been lacking.
A recent national survey, however, yields a clearer indica-
tion of how foundational studies are actually organized and
staffed, what courses are offered, what requirements are in
force, and how'foundational.séholars view themselves and

their work. Principal findings from this study included the

1

following:

1. Wholly independent administrhtive units made

up exclusively of faculty'teaching courses in foﬁnda—
tions of education are the exception rather than the
rule. Even within larger schools, colleges, and
departments of education (SCDE's), foundations faculty
share'departmental'identity with colleagues teach-

ing other kinds of courses. No readily recog-

nizable patterns predominate; foundations faculty

are eqﬁally likely to be conjoined administ:iratively
with any other area of. academic or professio..al
specialization in Education. . The term "foundations"
is used more than twice as commonly all other ad-
ministrative designations combined (e.g., "educa-
tional studies" or "educational policy studies").

2. Numbers of faculty full-time equivalents (FTE's)
in foundations vary greatly among SCDE's, ranging
from less than a single FTE to 26 FTE's. On a
percentage basis, an appreciable‘number engaged in

1

undergraduate instruction in the area hold degrees
in fields or areas other than those encompassed by

the term "foundations."

81
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- 3. The “typical",undergrgduate pre-service teacher
preparation” program leading to initial certification
requires less than two,3-semester—hour courses in
foundations of education. .The median hour-require-

. ment is 3-semester-hours or its equivalent. Most
commonly: the foundational coursework component is
satisfied by completion of an "Introduction to Edu-
cation" :course , a general "Social Foundations of

' Education" course, of an "Issues And Trends/School
and Society"~-type course. Next in order of frequency
is a required course in educational-philosophy.

4. Foundational coursework accounts for a Qery
small part of the professional training most teacher-
candidates receive. As a percentage of total semester-
credit-hours required for a baccalaureate degree
in education, foundations courseg' represent less
bggén14 percent of the whole. On the average, founda-
tional céurées comprise less than 1§ percent of re-
quired coursework in professional education for
elementary majérs, exclusive of clinical experiences
(31 hours is a norm). For secogdary majors who -
typically are required to complete around 24 hours .
® in professional education, foundational studies rep-
resent : sligitly less than one-fifth of the total.
Again, a single 3-hour course in foundations of
education in most cases would suffice to reflect the

-

percentages cited.
5. In three out of every four SCDE's, students enroll
in a single course in comﬁon in order to satisfy

* the foundational requirement. At larger institu-
tions, students may select from upwards of two to N
five course alternatives. ,
6. Foundations faculty perceive themselves as
enjoying good professional and personal relationships
with colleagues in other sub-disciplinegs or areas

Q ‘ "'63_8")




of Education; and, generally, they report support
from faculty peers for the courses they teach in
foundations of educatién; These generalizations
apply with least force to large public SCDE's.

They further report supportive relations with Deans,
Chairs, or other administrative superordinates.

7. Foundations faculty view their greatest col-
lective strengths to derive from their scholarly
expertise or academic excellence, their pedagogical

competence,- and from the intrinsic importance or

relevance of what they teach. Their greatest shared -

concerns are declining student enrollments, lack of
opportunities for continuing professional develop-
ment, and, to a much lessér extent, a suspicion that
society in 'general (and/or the SCDE in particular)
neither appreciates nor understands adequately the
contribution of fonundations of education to teacher
preparation- \

8. Foundations faculty identify élosely with pro-
fessional academically-based teacher education. Less
than-.one-third are involved in undergraduate in-
struction aimed at the preparétion of educators for
non-school settings. Most expect their primary
institutional role will remain tied to teacher edu-
cation.

9. rFaculty in foundations are inclined to believe
their course are well-received by students, and

that student attitudes toward such courses grow more
positive and supportive as a result of exposure

to instruction.

10. Persons teaching courses in the foundations

of education tend to organize instruction around
basic concepts and issues in education. Many favor
an interdisciplinary or generalist approach which

supercedes or transcends specific disciplines.

5.4
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Less frequently do they attempt to structure courses
S0, as to"!flect dlrectly the-concepts, problems and
concerns of teacher-educators in other areas. Com-
paratively few faculty‘identify closely with a ~-
naté discipline such as history, philosophy, sociology,
political science, and so on, except for academics
specialists employed in large public SCbE’s.

11. Almost half of all foundations faculty aim in
their teaching at the-promotion of broad theoretical
understandihg or "contextual" knowledge among stu-
dents. About one-third seek to impart principles
which, it is expected, can prove directive of educa-
tignal policy and practice. Very few essay to instill
any type of specific pedagogical expertise. The
overwhelming majority view their instructionsal |
function as one of analysis rather than either simple
description of educational phenomena or didactic

advocacy of some partisan p051t10n.68

Especially pertinent for present purposes is the  finding
that stuéents in teacher-education programs are required typically
to complete only cone foundational course. Quite fre-
quently, this is either a general-purpose lower-level course
introducing education as a professional field or a "social
foundations" course in the sense previously discussed. Hence,
in considering the ratiqnale for including the foundations in
teacher education, it is important to bear in mind that what
is at is'ue is the propriety of including a single three-
hour course (or its equivalent) among - -the eight or so courses
usually required of secondary-education majors or the ten
courses commonly demandai of elementary-education majors, not

counting student teaching and other field-based experiences.

\
\ .
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Elements Of A Raﬁionale For Foundational Studies

-

A foundations specialist occupies-an unenviable position.
On one side his or her field is disparaged by so-called "real"
academicians in the established disciplines for being dé{ivate
and somehow second-rate. Academic purists who distrust the
professional-school cShcept are apt to scorn all coursewark
in education generally and those sup-specialties in particular
that most'closely reflect their own liberal disciplines.
Furtuermore, despite extensive training in content areas
outsfhe education, few who teach in foundational areas p(ssess
the credengials to be accepted as members of departmgnts of
sociology, history, philosophy. economics, or political
science. Yet, historically, po. rful pressures have been
generated to encourage foﬁndations teachers to look to those
disciplines for canons of scholarship, research design, cri-
teria for organizing courses, and, geﬁerally, for professional
status.69 (One might add, unfo;igﬁ;tely, that many founda-
tions'teachers sometimes also borrow the traditional "read-
recite" pedagogy so prevalenf in liberal=-arts colleges..)

On the other side, "educationists" are also sometimes
suspicious of foungational scholars, and /nclined to harbor
reservations about'whether their work offers any substantial
contribution Qt all to teacher education, The list of com-
plaints is endless. Foundations cqﬁ?gg;\stand accused of
faddigm, abstractness, iHeological bias, curficular isnlation,

and negativism. Many ques;}oﬁ whether the down-to-earth

"practical” task of preparing teachers leaves room for

-66- 8"
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speculation and "empty theorizing.” Fouhdatibns people are
attacked (sometimes with good reason) for lacking professional
commitment to teaqher education. Their\courses are charged
with failuré to link theory with practice, or to demonstrate
any palpable connection between\scholarly analysis and the
"real-life" problems teachérs confront on a daily basis.

Frequent complaints are that f0unaat}ons courses are unreal-

istic, overly idealistic, or just plain impractical.
Contrariwise, recurrent criticism is that foundational

[] (3 . . ! . : . 1]
coursework is too critical of American education as 1t exists

today. Many suspect that it is profoundiy subversive. What many

observers object to is that the foundations do not begiQ\by

assuming a particular syztem of education is "natural" or

inevitable or the best of all possible alternatives.70 As

Donald Warren observes,

foundational courses highlight schools' critics but
tend to ignore their advocates. Foundations faculty
seem willing to entertain proposals to deschool
society, charges that public schools are racist,
sexist, and ethnocentric, and voucher plans that
would weak~.n the tax base of public education.

We describe schor ls as co-opted by the capitalist
system and teachers as, at best, unwitting agents
of majoritarian values given to obedience training.
By emphasizirg the failures of schools and teacher
education, we are seen as delivering ammunition to
those looking for excus¢$ t? cut education budgets
and abolish programs. Disloyalty may be the most
difficult charge confronting the Foundations.

okd)
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While rejecting charges of disloyalty or subversion,
most contemporar; proponénts of foundational studies in edu-
cation respond by saying their role in teacher education
has been misconstrued. A major function;fif not, indeed,
the primary function--of foundational inquiry is criticism.
Martin ﬂevit, for example, differentiates among tbree generic

approaches to the study of education. The first, which he

terms "system-adaptive," carries the presumptioh that teacher

%

'tpainees will adopt traditional roles, that they will learn
to apply established principles and carry out tasks pre-

viously agreed upon in existing programs. The function of

-

%

the foundations, accordingly, is to "describe! existing edu-
cational processes and institutions as objectively as possible.
The stance réflected in instruction should be "neutral" with
respect to the status quo. Arguably, this is a dominant pre-
sumption in most teacher-education circles. In the name of
"hard-nosed realism," fhe challenge is taken to be one of

conveying to prospective teachers a sense for the real world

of public education and to prepare them. to service the ex-

isting system.72

Commenting upon this perspective, Landon Peyer and
Kenneth Zeicher note that a common conception of teacher
preparation views it ~

...as existing to help.students take on currently
dominant teacher ;ole, expectations and chardg%er-
istics. fTeacher preparation within this perspec-
tive is aimed at equipping students with the skills,

L. g

Y.
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dispositions, and competenges necessary for the

perpetuation of schools in their present form.
Teécher preparation so conceived becomes a kind of
vocational training. ...Within this vocational
orientation, there is a tendency to assume a
taken-for-granted posture with respect to both
current school pract}ce and educational programs
that serve to train people to occupy the necessary
occupational roles. The work of preservice tea-
chers is, accordingly, often delimited to replica-
ting current practice, or modifying such practice
within certain prescribed limits. ...Teacher
training, accordingly, is often felt to be a
primarily apolitical, non-ideological practice,
dominated by concerns for shgh matters as increas-
ing student achiévegent, maintaining discipline
and order in‘classroéms, or providing 'meaningful

learning experien'ces.'73

7/ As characterized by Levit, a second approach to the ‘
study and practice of ed&qation i what he terms "system-
reform." Ag,;epgesented by those who opp&se many of the:
structural features of present-day school and society, the
intent is to provoke chhnge, either radical external reform
or ameliorative chénge from within the systém. Proposals
may be rather vague. They could be concerned with "egtab-‘
lishing the need for societal reforms and for.new values that
proﬁise to free individuals instead of cégrcing them. into the
conforﬁing ways of a competitive and dehumanizing techno-
logical society." They might ratge from "éducaéional prepa=-

ration for socialiam and world government to the erasure of

compulsory education and of authority based on status and

2698
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expertise in the ways of a morbid society." Whatevex the

particular proposals invdlved, the emphasis in research ,

and instrgctidn is upon building a case for certain preferrgd _

policies and not simply on studying and evaluating current

usage. -
Contr;sting with both the system-adaptive appreoach and

the radical or utopian bents of the system-reform approach

is a third alternative, what Levit calls a "systems-evalhat%?e"'

or "inquiry-oriented” model. His recommendation, one to ‘

which perhaps a majority of foundational specialists would

give assent, ig that foundational studies should focus \*\\%

primarily upoa "the critical, comparative and comprghensive :

evaluation of socio-educational systems, educational theories

and educational policies." 1Its prima#y purpose "is not‘to

describe or pre%cribe operating roles and rules that exist

or that should be adopted; it is to criticaliy evaluate sets )

of educational foles and rules and the criteria used to

w75 1n essence, Levit's description '

accept or reject them.
of the role of the foundations of education cl;sely.reSembles'
the "critical" perspective citéd in standards advanced by the
Ameficén Educational Studies Association.

The distinctive contribution of foundational offerings,

<a»

as many writers have emphasized, is the opportunity these
, . :
afford for systematid critical reflection. ‘heir task is to
help teachers aﬁd administrators to monitor, appfaise, modify, .
End otﬁerwise make informed judgments about theory and practice
in educatign. Thé alternative, Arnstine notes; is "habit,

&)
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blind trial and error, and submission to the dictates of

fashion."76 Nash and Agne phrase the point as follows:

The case must be made that, in addition to the
need for applied courses, educators will be con-
stantl; drawn back, to theoretical and philoso-
- phical considerations as they take their places
in classrooms and administrative or counseling
offices. Every profesgion is a complex amalgam of
applied content, skills, and principles--all derived
in part from theoretical areas in the arts, humani-
ties, sciences, and social sciences. Effective
teaching, counseling, and administrating require
an ability to use theoretical bodies of knowledge
as well as the practical wisdom acquired by
experience. Educational practice oftén degenerates |,
"into staleness, boredom and routinized thought
when sacial commitment and theoretical brdadgning .

-
/

of perspective dies.
‘The function of faPndational\stuAies is not to impart

. any specific pedagogical expertise. They are not intended to
equip students to cope with.the day-to-day encounters of

- school practiée. They cannot be "applied" _in any direct or
inLnediate sense; but this is not .to concede Ehey are Qeces-
sarily "imprgctical" or dysfunctional within teacher;prepa-
ration programs. Foundational sfudies are neither irrelevant
or extraneous. Th;ir role rather, as another writer.observes,
is to’ibdge "a criticai reéervation within thg narrgwing
focus that necessarily characterizes teacher preparation."”

The foundgtions, in other wofds, are intended to help the
practitioner maintain the "critical distance" needed for an

adequate assc¢ssment of practice.78
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Again,‘foundational studies are supposed to help the

educator think-more clearly aboué the essential meaning of

the work in which le or she is engaged. Without perspective,—
lacking a vantage point from whith to scrutinize educational .
phenomena, the individual teacher becg{mes little ’I‘no,re than

an a@pomaton, a functionary performing a series of tasks

Al

determined by others who are external to the immediate situa-

t . -
73 Several years ago Charles Silberman expressed a

tion.
similar viewpoint. Teachers, he argued, require more than a

kno&ledge.of subject matter and some practical teaching

experience prior to entering a classroom: -

They need knowledge about knowledge, about the ram-
ifications of the subjects they teach, about how

those subjects relate to other subjects and to
knowledge--and life--in general. They need in-

sights into their purposes as a teacher--why they

are teaching what they are teaching, and how these
purposes relate to the institutional setting of

the school and to the values of the local community

and the society at large...Most important, perhaps;,
they need to know that they need'to know these things--
they need to understand the kinds of questions their

teaching will raise....80 N

Israel theffler. supporting the same poinF, has noted that
foundational studies cannot direifly improve teach%ng per-
formance in the classroom. Yet even though they "deo not
directly enhance craftsmanship, they raise continually the
sorts of questions that concern the larger goals, setting,
and meaning of education practice"--the types'of quéstion§

teachers must engage if they are to be taken seriously as

SR ¥
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professionals. According to Lawrence Cremin, "Education

is too‘significant and dynamic- an enterprise to be left to -
mere techniEianS; And we might as well begin now the pro-
digious task of preparing men and wohén who unders:i:and not
only the substance of yhat they are teaching but also the
theories behind the particular.strategies they employ to
convey that substance.“82 ..

Ultimately, to the extent that the ﬁeed for normative
and critical perspective is acknowleged, weighty implica-
ﬁions follcw for teacher education--some of them political
in nature. TFirst, insofar as the belief prevails that teacher
preparation is basically a vocational-technical form of tr;in-
ing, theﬁ the rationale for housing programs in college and
univeristies is seriousgly eroded. If téacher training is
reducible to craft or apprenticeship-learning, then it
most a?propiiately belongs under the control of\local school
districts., But if on the other hand lt,has a legitimate
thec "etical component not directly tied to practice, then it
is a defensible academic enterprise.

Secondly, it may well prove to be the case that teachers'
aspirations to becoﬁé orofessionals willtnot be realized
unless or until their preparatory‘training gains g?eater.
academic leqitimacy. qithout tH;'sort éf tneory-based con-
textual understanding alleggdly supplied by foundational

-studies, it is unlikely teacher education can attain that

legitimacy.
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Thirdly, there is grow1ng appreciation for the fact

N,

that teacher educatlon programs themselvea are nelther
apolitical nor non-ldeologlcal.eg All schooling, whatever
its cohtent or sturcture, iﬁcluding programs for educating

' teachers, is polltlcal. "It is political," two writers
remarky "in that 1t elther encourages or does not encourage
persons to develop and use their critical cqpacltles_to
examine the prevailing political, social, and cultural
arrangeﬁeﬁts and the part their own acts (as teaghers or
non-teachers) play in sustaining of changing these arrange- -
ments." They further argue, "If the curriculum and faculty‘w
of teacher education programs or courses fail to encourage
critical inquiry inﬁo evgryday problems of teaching and
learning, a de facto political position has been,taken."84
The foundations of educaéion, it is argued, serve to

3

challenge the dominant sub-culture withir teacher education

and its tendency to reproduce existing patterns and arrange-

ments. In encouraging prospective teachers to deal with the
development, functions, and consequences of schooling, stu@ents
necessarily must consider the social dimensions of education

(both formal and informal), and in particular the\role of

schools within the sociél order. IneQitably, questions of

an iceological and norﬁativé nature surface in any such in- : ;;
quiry. 1In this sense at least, ghe sort of criticism en-

tailed--when it is successful--can be both "relevant" and

"practice-centeyéd."

9.4
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- and analyses of education? To the extent this might A

Discussion Questions ) - F b

- . A
’ - [ 4

How do the expectations and needs of novice teachers

‘differ from those of experienced practicing teachers?

For example, would it be valid to say most beginning
teachers are primarily interested in acquiring immediate
"survival skills“'for-thechQSSroom,'whereas classrouom

veterans are more amenable to theoretical discussion

be true, what implications follow--if any--for arrenging ' 8
the sequencing of the foundatimnal components of a

a

teacher-education program? .. ’

Is it realistic or desirable to expect a single course

to in%roduce education as a field of inquiry and practice, -
while at the same time providing students with an '
adequate understandlng of the myriad issues, trends,

movements, and controvers;es prevalent in contemporary

educatlon? : " '

Apart from whatever intrinsic interest or importance the’ ,
history of education mightipossess, what might be the ‘
most obvious benefit or contribution of the historieal .
study of educatioq for an in@ividual teacher? What

specific insights, appreciations,. or knowledge might

the student be expected to acquire? - - .
Identify, if possible, some‘of the {nsights a teacher

might glean from a study of the sociology of education

which could prove.useful in diagnosing sthdent's academic
aptitudes and intwrests, in dealing with the special needs .

of exceptional learners, or in curriculum development.

How, for example, mlght the study of social class status,
socio~-economic stratlflcatlon, role models, ethn1c1ty,

authority, power, Jieology, or mores and societal norms

assist a teacher in his or her daily practice? How

might the study of the economics or politics of education

-

B0 ' ’
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_shed light on such 1ssues as collective bargalnlng,

mainstreaming, teachers' unions, profess1onallsm in’

education, and multi-cultural educat}on? ) ) S

'What does it mean to‘ihave" a philosophy of education?
. Can "real=-world" teachers be categorized 1n terms of

-

the educational phllosophles to which they mlght glve .
assent, e.g., realism, pragmatrsm 1dea11sm,gexlstentlalism:\\
and so forth? Could teacher-educators themselves be so
rategorized? Does a' classroom teacher need to under-

stand the metaphysical, epistemological or axiological
dimensions of teaching and learning? Or is this approach

too artificial? Do practicing .educators need to enter-
tain questions about the nature of reallty, knowledge
and knowing, or standards for ﬁaklng ethical judgments
in order to be effective teachers? Is philosophy of .
education a kind of after-the- fact 1nte11ectua1 !win- .
dow dressing"? Can or should phllosophical ideas in L
education dctually "direct" or guide school practice?

Is phllosophy in education primarily a process and an
act1v1ty of inquiry or should it be construed malnly

as a body of knowledge consist ng of the products of
philosophic inquiry? .

Why is it so frequently alleged that many students maj-

r
.

oring in professional education--and practicing teachers
themselves also--are "anti-inteliectual," i.e., are
1nd1fferent to, Qxr actually opposea to, cerebral activ-
ities aBa 1nterplay of ideas? To what ex’ent is this

'chargt justified? Are any generallzatlons possible?

Insofar as the allegation is warranted, what features
of present-day teacher-education _programs encourage such
attitudes? = : ) -

o

It is often claimed that teaching techniques are acquired -

most directly'through mudels, by first-hand observation

and imitation in actual classroom settings. If.tzue,
what can academically-based teacher training offer that

-
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canrot be supplied more effectively thoughgpractice
teaching and a kind of apprenticéship training? What

- is the best rationale for housing teacher education in .

schools, departments, and colleges of education?

-1f prospective. teachers can allegedly beneflt from study-

ing about education from an historical, sociological or
philosophic perspectlve, why create separate courses in

: such subjects? Why not 51mply reguire students to enroll

in general courses in these disciplines? Alternatlvely,
would it make more sense to have academic departments of
history offer courses in the history of education, to
lodge philosophy of education courses in philoébphyd'
departments, and so on?’ Why create separate courses?
Is tﬁe issue important? Why or why not? ' <
Besides technical competence, what are the characterlstlcs
og a "professional" in any field? What does "pro- .
fessionalism" in education imply for teacher education?
Ordindrily, the criterion for juddiﬂg a theory is its '
predictive validity, i.e., does 1t work? 1In what sense
then can one speak of soc1ologIéal historical, or .
philosophical “theory"@ln educatlon? What standards -
are most approprlate*for asaess1ng the validity of
theories that are not directly susceptible to experi- .
mental confirmation or falsification? What other func-
tions do theories in education perform besides empirical
predictinn? How co such theories relate to policy'and
practice in education? ¢Should prospective teachers be
required to acquire a working knowledge of qualitative
(non-cuantitative) educational theory?

'J,.,__-
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Education, the American Educational Studies Association

acknowledges the kinship and similarity of purpose and rationale
shared by these three areas of study. They represent the predominant

" academic and professional focus of Association members. In the

pages that follow, the term ‘‘foundatjonal studies’’ is frequently
_employc_:d as an abbreviated reference to academic and professional
instruction in these three areas of study,

The Standards are addressed in part to evaluation criteria published
by national, regional, and state accreditation agencies, which
typically prescribe instruction in humanistic studies and the
behavioral sciences for graduate and undergraduate programs in
education. They also respond to criteria advocated by state
departments of education, local educational agencies, teacher
centers, and teacher organizations. For the most part, these criteria
provide only general directions\ for instruction in Foundations of
Education, Educational Studies,\and Educational Policy Studies.
Needed are more detailed indications of: 1) the goals and content of
foundational studies; 2) the qualifications of instructional personnel
for foundational studies; 3) the extent to which required foundational
studies are to be interdisciplinary; 4) the proportion of any given
program to be devoted to foundational studies; 5)the roles of field
experience in foundational studies: and 6) the critéria for assessing
such field experience. It is particularly important to affirm clearly the
important role played by the humanities in preparing educational
professionals and to correct the failure of accreditation criteria to
distinguish betwcen the social and behavioral sciences in foundational
studies. The AESA Standards respond to these needs. For example,
they emphasize that instruction in the behavioral sciences, usually
represented by foundational studies in Educational Psychology, is not

~an acceptable substitute for foundational studies in the humanities

and the social sciences.

o~

DEFINITION OF THE FOUNDATIONS OLEDUCATION
4

The Foundations of Education refers to a broa'&}y-conceived field
of study that derives its character and fundamental theories from a
number of academ.. disciplines, combinations of disciplines, and area
studies: hjstory, philosophy, sociology, anthropology, religion, .
political science, economics, psychology, comparative and
international education, educational studies, and educatiopal policy
studies. : '

From-its origin in the 1930s, Foundations of Educdtion has been
subjected to a‘variety of interpretations and approaches. There are

11 :

i i f Education
have promoted the 1dea. that foundauqns of E
;?tzﬁdwl:‘eoassembled around educational issues, using the lssue; as
curriculum-selecting and curriculum-grgamzmgl pl:nccga'l‘cé:rggm:hoﬁ:
insi t interdisciplinary and generalis .
;l:xs:::gs&u::e commitments of Foundations of Educa‘uo.r: sch?lacrlso::
i o
cific disciplines. Others have held to the pr'xony
s(:l‘i)seciplinary' tizs for Foundations of Education scholars. Some. t!ave‘
romoted the desirability of curriculum liaisons bptween Found.?tnofns
gf Education scholars and teacher-educators in other ﬁgld‘s'._ or
example, administration, counseling 'Tlt-‘d ghuluanhce. u?rz;r:le% t}::tl(:}r‘\é
rriculum and instruction. Still- others have _
::Sab‘l:il.;hmem ofa':orking ties between Fo_undauons of. Educ.am:;;
“scholars and community ‘groups, and for lqulygment in areas
concern that go beyond the schooling. enterprise. ‘At the.presem time
there are distinguished advocates fo‘r all these .ap_pu.aches. e official
The American Educational Studies As;ocla(tjmq takc:sf tEed l:)‘ al((;:) 1
iti i diversity of Foundations of E
P o S latio demic, teacher-education, and
arrangements in relation to acac e% c, .th lucation, and
nity groups. This position ‘is based on the t 2
ggg‘rg‘rl:'hli:g gandppiofoundly imponam' academic and prof'es:mntal
urpose unifies persons who identify with the various approaches 'o
%oundations of Education, namely, the development frj mu"rp;e‘t;.;e.
normative, and critical perspectives on education, including

non-schooling enterprises. There is, morevyer, a shared

ientati oundatioss of Education
contemporaneous oricntation among F L aucation

t circumstances,
.scholars — a deep concem for presen c ;
ZOnditions. In responding to the social issues gnd crises of the t‘lmc:s(i
Foundations of Education scholars mamtaullg;:)s professionai an
i iti i initiated in the .
intellectual tradition which was initiated ir ‘ _
“f‘he interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives deve(liOpeg
through studies in the Foundations of Education are interrelated an

can be characterized as follows:

1. The interpretive perspectives, u§i'ng theories and rc_s:l)urces
developed within the hunanities and the social and
behavioral sciences, assist stu.dcnts in examining anal
explaining education withir. Jiffering contexts. Fo'ur:ida;}on
studies promote analyses of t_he meaning, intent, and ¢ .ec:
of educational institutions. inciuding school_s. Education
thought and practice in vitably reflect particular contexts
and beliefs. They can bgyercewed differently from vanlous
historital, philosophi¢at, cultural, and sogalh cla_lss
perspectives. Education, whether in the form of schoo mg
or some gother arrangement, thus cannot be U“dcr‘é(?t:
merely in) terms- of its prrsent and immediately visible
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- characteristics. Understanding iollows from attempts to
interpret educational thought and practice within their
special contexts and to translatg them from oue perspective
Q another. This deeper level of understanding is required of
scholars who expect to increase knowledge about education
and <of practitioners committed tb the delivery or

«Improvement of educational services. The effectiveness of
both Kinds of professionals depends fundamentally on their
intelligent comprehension -of “educational thbught and
practice. A major task of foundational studies is to provide
the resources, incentives, and 'skills students require in

performing the interpretive funictions.

The normative perspectives assist students in examining and

explaining education in light of value orientations.
Foundational studies promote understanding of normative
and ethical behavier in educatianal development and
recognition f the inevitable presence of normative
influences in educational though} and practice. Foundational
studies probe the nature of assumptions about education
and schooling. They examine the relation of policy analysis
to values and the extent to which educational policymaking
reflects values. Finally, they ncourage students to develop
their own value positions regarding education on the basis
of critical study and their own reflections.

3. The critical perspectives assist students in examining and

explaining education in light of its origins, major influences,

and consequences. Foundational 'studies promote critical
understanding of educational thought and practice, and of
the decisions and events which have shaped them, in their
various contexts. These multi-dimensional modes of
analysis encourage students to develop inquiry skills,
question educational assumptions and arrangements, and
subject them to critical review. In particular, - the . critical
perspectives provided through foyndational studies enable
students to examine equality and inequality in the
distribution of educational opportunity and outcome. They
promote understanding of past and present patterns of
exclusion in education, the causes of exclusion and
inequality, and the educational needs and aspiration of
excluded minorities. Finally, foundational studies encourage
the development of policymaking perspectives and skills in

scarc_lling for resolutions to educational problems and
issues.

115
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wm EDUCATIO.

e i i d critical
tional study of ‘the interpretive, normative, an
f;::::‘:iav;snwithin education relies heavily on the resources a;]nd
;eethodologies of the humanities, particularly history and philosophy.

' abilities to examine and explain educational
pf:;)%igls?‘t:g;?lgements, and practices and to develop a; dlsgqili;nneg
sense of policy-oriented eduaqational respgnsnbwlny. Fgrrou:; a&:‘ lona!
studies,sfocus and emphasis fall on education br9adly : u:;' and not
merely on schools. They encourage I}nowledge and un erf '?s ! gial"
education historically am} philosophically and in view of its sogial,

ic, ¢ itical relations. . )
ec;mm;fﬁr:gi p?l;::f: of attention on educaiion qlffe;ﬂ;!::ﬁ
Foundations of Education scholars from academicians mfvtE ‘% |' ti:;n
arts and sciences. Although the nature of Fpundauops oI ltlgdand
presupposes collaboration with scholars in the libera ‘Ilirﬁed d
sciences, ‘sound programs require faculty who are qua
Fou:ndations of Education scholars.

+

Q\Ld the social and behavioral sciences, Its primary objective is to

-

AS.SESSMENT OF FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS

North American collcgég and universities p.rcscptly are responding
to a distinctive climate of accourtability. This climate, representing

‘“@oth a movement and 'a cluster of associated ideus, m.;@)t!s{on

educational programs that are designed to rqﬂ_-:ct c:0mp:;tc:tl,\c:ﬁf’-vi ::g
learning expectations and to achieve explicitly stated heha
Ob'JI":l:etw;;erican Educational Stpdies As§ociation.. exercnstl):g htlhc
interpretive, normative, and critical .funct.:ons. of its mem Jstp&
herein calls attention to the |m.pllcal|ons_ 'of m'a'nbliashis
competency-based education. Such a policy auﬁomutlcally est ishes
a given normative attitude of educational praclmoqcr 'The
u.iversalizes a single standarq of presumed corqr.ctnc;s.h he
imposition of any single intellectual outlook and assocnaxfeg e ocai::-lto
raises grave questions relative to educguon in a de:m(?cra ic s cie :d
With respect to Foundations of Edqcauons. Edu.caupn.zl. e : ind
Educational Policy Studics, in pgrtlculgr, attention is Ic d t")eld'
interpretiye, normative, and critical functions of .thes e.;st:uc}m;
of study.* To formulate and assess Foundations of ‘ ‘-*tter
programs within a competency-based frame of reference, azla a “fmthis
of education policy, would undermine the basic tationale .ol :
academic and professional field—the free and open inquiry in ohcf
normative issues; the unfettered questioning of what' is, and w iﬂ
ought .to be. More fundamentally, such a policy would severely

’\‘ . 11o
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weak:sn the essential contribution of foundational studies to the
preparation of educational professionals.

The AESA proposes that the formulation of pregram.objectives for
Foundations of Education, Educational Studies, and Educational
Policy Studies, and'!he means of assessing them, be matters that are
properly reserved to the professional and scholarly judgments of
qualified faculty members operating within the settings of their
respective cnlleges and universities, utilizing the Standards set forth
in this documch‘f.’. : L ¢

s 4

PURPOSES OF THE AESA STANDARDS

Standards have been developed for seven critical program areas in
foundational studies. Their underlying assumption is that there is a
definite-correlation between profcssional and scholarly q ifications,
judgment, and competencies, even though the last cannot
appropriately be reduced to a prescribed set of behaviors, or to a

-/predetermined level of performance.’ Each of the seven standards

_* teacher centification

provides a broad framework and/or conditions in which the desired

professional qualifications can be met. Specific purposes for the
individuul standards are as follows:

Initial Teacher Certification. Standard one seeks to ensure at
least a4 minimum foundational studjes component in initial
. programs as- a disciplined "basis for
developing ingerpretive, normative, and critical perspectives on
‘education. ; .

Professional Development of Educational Practitioners and Field
Personnel. Standard two seeks to, enswre that instruction in
Foundations of Education, Educatiorfal tudies, or Educational
Policy Studies is a part of in-service professional develop-
ment programs and that such instruction is staffed by
appropriuately qualified faculty. .

Non-Foundations Graduate Degrees and Programs in Education.
Standard three seeks to ensure at least a minimum foundational
studies component in all graduate programs offered by
departments, schools, and colleges of education in order that
candidates specializing in other fields have a disciplingd basis
for developing interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives
on education. ,

Joint Graduate Degrees and Progiaths. Standard ﬂmr seeks to
ensure common general qualific£i™ns in foundational studies
among candidates in graduate programs jointly controlled by

| b
11¢ .
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)

hdati ication, * iona! Studies, or
in Foundations of Education, "Education udies
;Saggggti:;al Policy Studies and facuity in other academic units.

Masters .and’® Educational_Specialist Degrees and P.lf'_ogrgn:‘s;
Standard five seeks to elture common genetr?l qlual; plgzit:l)ist
‘andi i educationa
mong candidates in masters and t :
:rogrfms in Foundations of Education, Eduqauonal Studies, or
Educational Policy Studies to promote sufﬁcuent preparation to
exercise the interpretive, normative and critical functions.

Preparation of Faculty. Standard six seeks. to enS\:ir&: tcor::tr:o.n
general qualificatiofs among persons seckm.g 'the 'E:i: o'rtion
Foundations of Education, Edpcatwnal S}udles. q.rr : uca on
Policy Studies, whatever differences 1in §peculx'|z.dt|ort\o i
emphases might otherwise be_ en.couraged' tn relation fo_the
foundational disciplines, combinations of disciplines, an \

studies. ' ‘
Professional Development of Faculty. Standard s%v‘ei_n se:rl;SO;:
promote formal and informal post-doctoral st [-f.ls mong
persons engaged in Foundations pf Educauon.. I t;i::tlc)r al
Studies, or Educational Pollqy Stpdles‘as a_necessary {\cto
maintaining professional qualifications. P

The Standards tend to quantify thc bases for _verifying instrucuo:;
_in foundational studies. Refegin_;f; in somcr:t .scctlz?sptr%gig\’;r:efoage
its of instruction, they identi y proportions of ;
::Lt;ted to work in the Foundations of Education, Educational

ﬁStudies or Bducationg® Policy Studies. Their ultimate purpose,

however, is to promote quality instruction qnd learmng 1:;
foundatic;nal studies, to guarantee to the extent posstlibvl: tl';z:‘tdst:meir:al
iti ire interpretive, normative, i
have opportunities to acquire in : e
i ati us study and supervi
erspectives on education thrqugh rigoro _ u
ltateldpexperiences. While a vanety qf a_pproachcs |.s._posfi>1|b‘l§‘.t i (l)}:;;
objective provides the fundamental criterion for assessing fun

studies.

.
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| ctice. This standard recognizes the importance of
:-d opfm:t?xfi; as educgtiom}l psychologz..curnclul:‘r:thzz:
instruction, educational administration, .and pe agogsxcaHowever.
ithin professional teachef preparation program .b Jowever

' _w1‘tt uction in these areas is not an acceptable subst
.;\n:n:anis'.ic and social foundational studies.

THE STANDAKDS . : ' thought a

such area

é

. .
. I
'

Interpretive, Normative, and Critical Studies v,

Component of Initial Teacher Certification

STANDARD |I:*

At least one-sixth of the professional pre_ph-ntlon leading to
initial teacher certmutioq is to be devoted to humanistic
and social foundational studies which promote the
development of interpretive, normative, and critical
perspectives on education, It is assumed that the program
will require additional studies in the behavioral foundations

of education. ’

‘ . .Q . . 3 .
.This standard is addressed to criteria of accreditation agencies that
prescribe instruction in  humanistic and behavioral studies in
education within the professional preparation component of each

The foundational component "of the professional preparation

ogram is to be developed and conductec_l or supervised by persons
fvrhg meet the qualifications of standard six. As a rule,

these facplty
members will be identified with the Foundaticns of Education,

.Educational Studies; or Educational Policy. Studies. They are

intai i ati with colleagues in other
to maintain collaborative relations n ot
:,c‘:;tc:::idc units of the department, school, or college of education and

with educational practitioners and ficld personnel.

* o

I

Professional Development of Educatiqnal Practitiiqne;'fg :‘u"c;!ies
Field Personnel in Interpretive, Normative, and Critica

]

® ° curriculum for prospective teachers. It acknowledges the basic ~

i distinction between the social and behavioral sciences and does not STANDARD 2: i f
intend to establish instructional guidelines for the latter. For At least one-sixth of the continuing, in-service preparat on‘;)d
candidates in initial teacher certification programs, humanistic and educational pract:tioners and ficld personnel is to devt: ,
social foundational studies contribute directly to the development of to foundational studies which promote the developmen on
interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives on edvucational interpretive, normative, and critical perspegt es
arrangemems, practices, and discourse. They focus on the content education. :
and context of issues and problems that are fundamental to _ . e l;i
education, regardless of the candidate's eventual area of . cational practitioners and fie
specialization. The general objectives of these foundational studies The Pr°f°,ss'°“.albfc":‘l,_°ﬂ?r‘:: ! ?;ue:dl:u?onal s‘t)udics that promote
are to introduce students to interpretive uses of knowledge germane personnel invanably e‘!intcrptctations of their professional and
to education and to establish a basis for life-long learning through careful and rigorous r Such in-service instruction may focus on
normative und critical reflection on edycation within its historical, educational Fxperlen;es. in the school-society relation, selected
phtlosophical, cultural, and social contexts. educat!onal |ssll.1c_s, t:rm ezsarticular disciplinary studies in, e.g., the

Instruction in the interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives educational po lc;‘e's' - éf)ciolo'gy of education. Whether offered on
on education should reflect and serve the rationale and goals of the history, philosop y(')n?munity settings, foundational studies for
professional tcacher preparation program, No particular organization campus or In Ct ers and field personmel are expected to assist
or format is specified. Learning may be structured around aspects of cc_iucauonal pmc"t:lct):ntially i their continued development of
the school-society relatigp; issues in educational policy, or particular directly ~and su stive and critical perspectives on educational
disciplines, e.g., the history, philosophy, and sociology of education. interpretive, norr.nd' ‘eS' and discourse. Planned and evaluated in
Field expericiices designed and supervised in collaboration with arrangements, p_"l“c"; ;'opriate Sractitioners and field personnel,
educational pructitioners are appropriate compenents of foundatjonal _wlkfh(')_rfxthn“WI&_O"PE’“ foundational studies 1s to be offered by
studies when those experiences contribute to students’ abilities to "“’.“l”’_"e_J"'l;’c:ium:der standard six.
interpret and communicate the content and context of educational avully quak
B " N
Q 1 1_ U ‘ 1 & U
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Interg-etive, Normative, and Critical Studies
Component of Non-Foundations Graduate Degrees
and Programs in Education * &

STANDARD 3: ¢

At least one-sixth of masters and doctoral degree programs
in Education specializations other than Foundations of
N Educhtion, Educational Studies, and Educational Policy

Studies is to be devoted to humanistic and social °
foundational studies which promote the developmeht of
interpretive, normative, and critical ‘perspectives on
education. It is assumed that the programs will require
additional studies in the behavioral loundations of education, °

This standard is_addressed to instructional criteria of accreditation
agencies that prescribe humanistic and behavioral studies as
wcomponents of all graduate degree programs in education. Candidates
seeking musters and doctoral degrees in education require informed
interpretiye, normative, and critical perspectives on educational
arrangements, practices, and discousse. At levels appropriate to
masters or doctoral programs, foundational instruction exposes
_students to research and field experiences that promole - their
knowledge and understanding of the content and context of
fundamental issues and themes in education. Faculty in institutions
that include educational psychology among foundational studies
should note that instruction in the behavioral sciences ajone cannot
satisfy this standard. Rather, standard three is addressed specifically
to inStruction in humanistic and social foundational studies. It
assumes- thal additional studies in the behavioral sciences are
required. Instruction intended to satisfy this standard is offered by
faculty typically associated with the Foundations of Education,

Educational Studies, or Educational Policy Studies who meet the
qualifications stipulated under standard six.

. 4

Joint Graduate Degrees and Programs Involving Foundations of
Education, Educational Studies, and
Educational Policy Studies

STANDARD 4: :
At least two-fifths of joint masters or doctoral programs
involving foundational studies is to be devoted to instruction ,
4}

121
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"m EDU .

researc ' ' ~rnships,

h projects, fleld experiences, Intorns
(.l:;ln:l::s) in Fol!:ndatlons of Education, Educational
Studies, and/ur Educational Policy Studies. ?u:: in's;:'l\::::::

reparation in at least three ol the Ic

:i':::tll;::esporpmas of study: history of edt!g:ation, philosophy
of education, sociology of education, religion and educaliqn. v
anthropology and education, politics of education, economics

of education, educational psychology, comparative and .

international ‘education, educational studies, and educational  ~
policy studies, ' :

At a growing number of institutions of higher education, joint

- graduate programs have been established involving faculty in

i i i dies, or Educational
tions of Education, Educational Stu , or Ed
ggﬁg;ia Sl?:dies." Such joint pmg:iar;\s candprgpa;:du:‘::ui:lixsiﬁfg:

iversi ies : mic
college and university faculties and for acade and adminisimive

iti within community colleges, public and priv )
f::;:&!;: bureaus, religious institutions and put?llcf:::dgzzzz ss:t:‘é::
i joi instruction in s

agencies. In these joint programs,‘ins n foundational stucies
i level substantially beyond that require
::ir?ilﬁ:ation programs and includes preparation in at Iens; lh&ee olfill:‘e
following disciplines or areas of study: history of education,

. philosophy of education; religion and education, sociology of

i itics of education
-ation, anthropology and education, politics of edu ,
:g(l)‘r‘\?)::i,:s of educ&tion. educational psxchology. con'igara;;ve lai:;d
international education, educal.ional studies and educau’onb'rg(e)s tz
studies. Such instruction is designed to advance sulndcnlsf abili : Lo
interpret and communicate the content and context o |ssugsle e
themes treated in foundational studies. To the extent appropria o
the doctoral or masters ‘level, sludent§ are to produce demonds_tra 1e
evidence of disciplined writing, acquire skill and understan lng in
appropriate research methodologies, qnd participate 'ml c;fn
experiences supportive of program goals. Fneld'expcnenc‘:jes. mclu teg
internships, are to be planned, supervised, and evalua

" collaboratively by faculty qualified under standard six and

appropriate field personnel.

- ADULT
*ILLUSTRATIVE AREAS OF EMPHASIS OR CONCENTRATION IN Jo:g’;l’lggx:-' ;‘va ories
EDUCATION; COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE; INSTRUCTION AND R PRoBLEMS:
STUDIES; MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION: URBAN EDUCATION: Mi O R o o enc.
811 ‘NGUAL EDUCATION: TEACHING ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUA T exoAL
EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT. EDUCATIONAL ADMINI TRATION. EDUCATIONAL
TPCHNOLOGY: LIBRARY MEDIA; SPECIAL EDUCATION: ALTERNA'IVI MUSEUM EDUCATION,
¢ HILLHOOD EDUCATION: RESEARCH, MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION. M S PUBLIC POLICY.
PAVIRCAMENTAL SCIENCES, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: SOCIAL SERVICES: PUBLIC POLICT.
Pi Biit 11t AlTH MENTAL HYGIENE SOMPUTER PROGRAMMING. HUMAN RELATIONS,
SN LABON RELATIONS. JOURNALISM, LAW. LITERATURE. THEATER, AND THE ARTS

L4
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v

Preparation of Can 'da;es in M

) asters and Educaiio

Speadialist Degtya;nd Programs in Foundation ~,"al
on,

of Edura ducational Studies, qnd
- Educational Policy Studies

AS a minim : STANDARD s: '
_ um requirement, three-fifths of
:fuézmomm t‘ileg:l“s and programs in l:‘zmmm
_ ucational Studies, or Edy tio
Studies is to be devoted to insry, a5t three of
tion In at least th
following disciplines or greas ;'uc ducation:
tudy: history of ed
philosophy of education religltms 4 clog
)phy , d education iol
education anthropology and educ:n itics of educeioy
on, tion, politi¢s of edy ti
economics of education, educational psychel arative
and‘ international education, ed:czuon:lgy ;tc::;:sm:i::
educational policy studies. The Programs gare des’igned

directed, an
gir d evaluated by faculty qualilied under standard

deTrhcl: Standard is addressed 1o mastérs and educational speci~ - ¢
imirpretrvrggr:':rsfrx;zm prc;‘:‘are persons interested in develo) .15
. alive, and critical perspectives on d i
arrangements, practices, and discourse. The pri rolessiona]
focueents oropa 'is ' e. € primary professional
) 1o improve the general effect;
school professionals includin nistrators. . The
. g teachers and administrat
programs can also prepare persons for i Toies
' . a variety of '
fg;emr?ent. business, industry, voluntary agencies, aynd ther?alreti E
Ed' of course, 'for more advanced study in Foundations of
ucation, Educationz} Studies, or Educational Policy Studies

Vi

Preparation of Faculty in Foundayi '
ara f Fa tions of Education,
Educational Studies, and Educational Policy Studies

Doctoral . ISTANDARDé:
programs In Foundations o

Educational Studies, or Educational Polky'SEl:;:.:)il‘;:;
conceqtrated, advanced preparation in at teast one of the
following disciplines or areas ol study and general
preparation in at least two others: history philosoph
sociology, politics, and economics of educauon;’ religion an{l’
education; anthrepology and education; educational
psychology; comparative and international education;

124
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educational studies; and educational policy studies. The
minimum number of academic staft in Foundations of -
Education, Educational Studies, or Educational Policy
Studies in institutions offering doctoral degrees In these
speciglizations should be the full-time equivalency of at least
live facujty members who meet the qualilications of this
standard and represent concentrations in at least three of
the disciplines or areas of study listed above.

Doctoral programs preparing individuals whose interests are in
developing interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives on
educational arrangements, practices, and discourse may be
designated as programs in Foundations of Education, Educational
Studies, or Educational Policy Studies. The distinctive focus of the
programs is the interpretive, normative, and critical examination of
education through the framework of the following disciplines or areas
of study: history, philosophy, religion, sociology, anthropology,
political science, economics, psychology, comparative and
international education, educational studies, and educational policy
studies.

There are three alternative designs providing general direction for
such programs:

() In Foundations of Education, interpretive, normative, and

. critical perspectives are developed through concentration on
the paradigms and research methods of at least one of the
aforementioned disciplines or areas of study.

(2) In Educational Studies, interpretive, normative, and critical
perspectives are developed through analysis of education as
an academic field of study.

(3) In Educational Policy Studies, interpretive, normative, and
critical perspectives are developed through the study of
educational policy, policy making processes, and policy
outcomes. .

The complexities involved in each of these programs make it
necessary that candidates be prepared with more than a single
perspective. A minimum qualification would be concentrated
preparation at a level appropriate to doctoral programs in at least one -
of the aforementioned disciplines or areas of study and general
preparation in at least two others. To the extent possible, programs of
study are expected to be individualized, thus taking into account the
candidate's full background, including undergraduate and masters
preparation and other professional experiences. To advance their
interpretive, normative, and critical skills and undzrstanding
candidates arc expected to: 1) produce demonstrable evidence of

124
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disciplined writing, 2) complete advanced study emphasizing
appropriate research methodologies, and 3) participate in field
experiences which strengthen their abilities to interpret and
communicate the content and context of issues and themes central to
their areas of concentration. Field experiences, including internships,
are to be planned, supervised: and evaluated collaboratively by
faculty in Foundations of Education, Educational Studies, or
Educational Policy Studies and appropriate field personnel,

VIl

Professional Déyelopment of Faculty i= Foundations of
Education, Educational Studjes, and
Educational Policy Studies

STANDARD 7: ) _
Facuity in Foundations of Education, Educationa) Studies,
and Educational Policy Studies actively promote
improvement of college or university teaching, engage in
research and writing, participate regularly in the programs
of appropriate professional and learned societies, and
collahorate with educational practitioners and lay people on
projects of mutual interest. Such activities promote the
regular reassessment and growth of their interpretive,
normative, and critical perspectives on education.

Faculty members involyed in teaching and research devoted to
devcloping interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives on
education participate in a broad range of professional and scholarly
activities for the purpose of maintaining currency in their
specializations, They play primary roles in promoting in-service and
professional development opportunities for their colleagues. Parent
institutions, professional associations, apd learned societies assist -
these endeavors by promoting professional, scholarly, and
community involvement among facully. To keep current with
movements in society at large and particular communities that
impinge on their professional and schélarly commitments, faculty in
Foundations of Education, Educational Studies, and Educational
Policy Studies also collaborate with practitioners and lay persons in
order o strengthen meaningful lines of communication and to support
an integration of knowledge on fundamental issues and problems in
education,

12,
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-an integral part of programs preparing teachers and

£H:.OSOPHY OF EDUCATION SOCIETY

Standards for Academic and Professional
instruction in Philosophy of Education®

Estapeshen 1n 1941 the Pniosophy of Education Society is the professional
anon of scholars who thrcugh therr academic training. research. publica-
rned with instruction an philosophy of education as
an increasing variety of other
educatiznal professional: While the Philosophy of Education Society is primarily
an organization of philosiphers of education in the U.S.A.. it is also an international
soclety its membership ncludes many philosophers of education in Canada and,
also. philusophers of education in England, many Erupean nations, India and
other countries .

The Pnrilosaphy of Ecucation Society seeks to improve the education of teach-
ers and o'her persons having professional responsibilities of educational signifi-
cance and '‘mport The more technical components of the professional education
sequence c! teacher education programs are acquired through studis concerned
with subject matter content for a teaching specialty. with curriculum design and
methods o! evaluation, and with mastery of methods of teaching @anu icarning.
Such Btudies are concerned largely with how to do something.

The more liberal components of the professional education sequence of
teacher education are cor cerned with the principles. criteria and methods used
in making practical judgments in education. These liberalizing professional com-
ponents focus on clarilying. understanding. justifying and evaluating proposed
ends and means in edu.ation Many of the skills and concepts of this component
are acquired through humanistic and behavioral studies (as described. tci example.
in the NCATE .Standards). Behavioral studies promote understanding of the scien-
tihic aspects of practical judgment through the findings and methods of psychol-
ogy. sociolugy. ahthropology. economics. and political science. Humanistic studies
relate educat:onal concerns to their historical development and to the analytical,
critical. interpretative and normative (ethical) perspectives and methods associ-
ated with the piiosophical study of education.

Philosophical studies provide essential skills and concepts that cannot be
treated quiniecsentiatly in behavioral, historical and pedagogical components of
teacher educat.on programs. Philosophy of education focuses on the principles,
criteria anct methods of achieving clarity and consistency in judgments. of detect-
ing and evalualing basiC assumptions, and of critically evaluating the soundness
ot arguments !n this critical dimension, philosophy of education is not merely
an expresston or development of personal opinions: it is an application of teqhm-
cal principles o! philosophy for analyzing and evaluating meanings: premises,

reasohing and arguments

Philosophy of educition 1s an ac
eral conceptions used .n (1) arguing a

nrganiz
tions ang iraching. are (once

tivity that confronts the most basic and gen-
bout underlying causes of socia! and edu-
cational phenomena. as weil as other questions dealing with the nature of reality,
(21 analyzing contending purposes and standards for education. as well as other
ethical questior.s, and (3) evaluating the basic principies and criteria we employ
or assume when we make claims to the truthfulness.of what we say. Philosophical
studies may aiso have an integrative or synthesizing dimension. providing tor the
comprehensive collation and evaluation of theories, from & variety of disciplines.
on generaj and basic questions regarding education as a fundamental cultural

enterprise.

° '{hese standards were adopted in 1980, and repiace ail previous guiialines.
Q 4
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' Fr%ng: N Educational Theory 30 (Fall, 1980): 265-267
Cbe st e:;;r?'i?\h:ﬁf?@c;y 15 @ highly technical discipline. no one phiiosopher can
B e sth Imensions any more than can one histarian be an expert in
unity 10 éxpress ot f S“IJUV of Philosophy of education 1s not merely an oppor-
N 1o express a..t.,g :r)u ale a “personal philosophy.” Philosophy of education
b ahoalement ut current or proposed policies and practices. such as “all
P o o indc‘aw;eal’ed Pwalh equal care and concern” or we believe In the dig-
logans for te purljpaose oh'li?osrcr)::ly tqt education_in_cludes cntical scrutiny of such
Satonal purpocer ating and justitying opera‘ionally relevant edu-
Philosophy of education is not i
) _ general philosophy. It is phil ics
zgagﬁptls appllgd to educallpﬁ_wal concerns and |ssues.yl-=‘ract|<‘:’alI j?;scjogpr:\‘;cr\tssklilrl\sezz?
Catior :svﬁry\ié"ﬁ:ne :zgnpuz‘npg pcr;ilosophical premises with reasons or evidence
. nomic. administrative, sociological iri
matters. Thus, the requirements for i ' o B o e e
. \ -3 philospphy of education
met Iby l|.ntroductory or even advanced work in’ general philosophayr.e ot adequately
muIa:\adlgtr:‘teo:otl:\::ien;o;s-ic:jerlgtions;. the Philosophy of Education Society has for-
'low uidelines for evaluating teacher educati i
terms of (1) the qualitications of the ourses in phiosophy
' . )1 the personnel who teach courses in phil
of education, {@),the philosophic dimension of their humamglic compg:;rc\)tsog:g

(3) the content of curricula for i
ophy of aducation u .advanced programs preparing teachers of philos-

-

1. Guidelines lor Qualitications of Teachers o! Philosophy of Education

This teacher should have an earned D ' i
_ octor’s degree with a major in phil
:)i:):gtgc'atelgscfarggnnahgsi;:‘a;tr:telnt ol-philo's,ophy. philosophy of educ’alion 2rlfgi?\‘c’1:¥
: east one faculty member who qualit '
the Philosophy of Education Society.** i i e sty e o
: y.** In lieu of this degree. the i .
be able to qualify as a FeHow in th S ation Society thronah
_ e Philosophy of Education Society th
:ﬁg;?dpr:;g ;eesrgzr:;: aatnd(r)ubli;alions.- The philosophy of education ?nstrrt?:t%r:
rate a broad understanding of social-behayi i S
relevant to problems of learning, teachin ‘ mont. and (2) e
. . . g. and -human development d
understanding of the historical and’' presen i P s 2) an
! an the t social contexts havihg signiti
tor clarifying educational Aevelo M and i i T o ace
. pments and issue ici i
schooling and other educational settings. ues In policies and practices of

2. Guidelines for Evaluatin ' '
. g the Philosophical Com isti
ments for Initial Teachers Certitication ponent of Humanfstlc Reguure-

certi?itcalfaasr\t _one-sixlh of the professional preparation leading to initial teacher
e t% mu:e:c;ht;ehdevo!ed to humanistic stydres. Where philosophic studies
) 7 umanistic component the work will includ ?
philosophical skitis and conce losophical mectroent o f
_ . pts and focus on the philosophical
educational issues. It is not ex ! vl necessanly less
. pected that the course content will
to an endorsement of existing or i ' acheea oy oad
proposed educational policies. pract
grams. They are to be examined in terms of axi 16ical, inguintio,
. be axiolog:cal. epistemological, linguisti
logical and ontological considerati Ios ierorise, Withis
! ations central to the philosoph i ithi
this framework, a variety of em izati terns may ot
. phases and organizational patterns may b
and no course is expected to cover all di [ 0 s of ohilt lounq.
skills;rand Subject Menta pe dimensions or spplications ot philosophic
he evaluation of the adequac ( ' i
o . he | y of the philosophical component of the hum
istic requirements for initial teacher certification is to be made by specialistsair:

»

** The following criteria are taken inio ini
account in determining whet*.er or ndt an i
as Feliow will be approved: {1) publications in the tield of philosophy of education, (2)'???0'::::::‘:-\

ing of collegiate courses i : -
inthis "“:_9 raes in th.s tweld, {3) the completion of a doctoral degree and disumuonl_ 2 /
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silosophy of education as indicated by the ability.to meet the qualifications set
if Fellows in the Philosophy of Education Society. The philosophical component
3 to be taught by individualis who meet the qualifications set for Fellows in the
*hilosophy of Education Society. s o
3. Guidetines for Evaluating the Humanstic Component ot Non-Foundations
Graduate Degrees and Programs

At least one-sixth of master's and doctoral degree programs in education
specializations, other than Philosophy- of Education, should be devoted to human-

istic studies promoting interpretative, normative, and critical perspectives in edu-

cation. Where a course bears the titie of Philosophy of Education it is to be evalu-
ated and taught by faculty who meet the qualifications set for Fellow in the
Philosophy of Education Society. ' .
4. Guidelines for Meeting Multicultural Education Requirements-in Philosophy

of Eaucation Work .

Solectod and appropiinle elomonts rolated to mullicultiual uducation are to
be included in philosophy of education studies ip teacher education programs.
Philosophical- trealments may take varied forms such as consideration of prob-
lems of distributive justice and the application of analytical and evaluative skills
and concepts to relevant material. Where a philosophic approach to multicuitural
education is employed it is to be conducted by facuity eligible for.membership as
a Fellow in the Philosophy of Education Society. ®

5. Guidelines for Evaluating Doctoral Programs in Philosophy of Education

D¢ ~toral programs in philosophy of education are to include:

1) Substantial grounding in genetal philosophy through coursework and/or
appropriate examinations. Provision is to be made for some degree of com-
prehensiveness so that the main divisions of philosophy (ontology, epis-
temology, axiology) are included.

2) Intensive study in philosophy of education.

3) A dissertation or equivalent work that focusas on philosophy of education
and is supervised by a person eligible 'fgr riembership as a Fellow in the
Philosophy of Education Society. 5

4) Work in social-behavioral sciences relevant to problems in learning, human
development and schpeling. '

5) Foundational studies that develop understandings of the historical and
contemporary economic, social, and political contexts of education and
schooliny.

-
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- ., THE FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION
IN TEACHER PREPARATION: A
"L NATIONAL ASSESSMENT

~ CHRISTOPHER J..LUCAS AND IRVIN W. COCKRIEL®
University of Missouri—Columbia

INTRODUCTION

This study is an attempt to examine the status of the foundations of educa-

tion component in teacher preparation programs throughout the United States.

More specifically, the intent has been to identify and characterize patterns

in undergraduate curricula within the arcas of foundations of education, ed-

ucational studies, and education policy studies; to highlight selected aspects

of the institutional environment or “climate” of Schools, Colleges, and De-

partments of Education (SCDE's) as these are perceived toaffect faculty in

foundations of education; and, finally, to ascertain how such faculty ir their

respe::tive academic units assess themsclves in terms of academic and pro-
fessional functions, instructional objectives, and institutional roles.

Herctorore, judgments on the state of thegprofession as a whole have been

nccessarily conjectural in character or baséd on a limited range of institu-

tional expericnce. Virtually no relevant empirical research—with threc ex-

ceptions—has been attempted previously on a national scale. Jones (1972),

forexample, compiled data on undergraduate and graduate “service” course

offerings in foundations of education among certain selected institutions.' A

more ambitious study by Wirsing (1976), conducted on behalf of the original

- Foundations of Education Curriculum Commission of the American Educa-

tional Studie: Association, sought to construct in-depth profiles of graduate

degree programs in foundations of education and related studies offéred by

U.S. and Canadian institutions.? Finally, Lucas (1979) surveyed the status

' of the foundations of education component in state reguiations governing

*The authcss express appreciation to all those persons without whose cooperation
and assistance this research would have been impossible. The survey carried the official
endorsement of the Executive Council of the American Educational Studies Associa-
tionand was supported by grants from the Faculty Research Council of the Graduate
School and ‘the Faculty Research Fund of the College of Education, University of

.#*Missouri—Columbia. The authors assume sole responsibility for thz accuracy of all
findings and conclusions appearing in this report.
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teacher preparation and initial certification, but did not attempt to docu-
me::’ how institutional usage actually reflected specific requirements man-
dated.} ~

The present study, as a logical outgrowth of the 1979 survey ¢ state cer-
tification regulations, was considerably more comprehensiv< in scope. A
relatively large stratified sample of SCDE's was employed. The survey in-
strument utilized was designed to generate data on a broad range of topics
never before examined systematically, including program requirements in-
volving foundationa! coursework, assessment and evaluation practices, fac-
ulty attitudes and perceptions, and institutional compliance with the Standards
For Academic And Professional Instruction endorsed by several founda-
tions of education learned societies. A sccond survey of a sub-group of the
. population sample, using a different questionnaire, resulted in a still more
detailed picturc of instructional approaches commonly employed in certain
SCDE's. Overall, it was hoped, this rescarch would afford a more reliable
basis for evaluating the place or position of the foundations of education in
teacher preparation programs across the country.

SAMPLING PROCEDURE

Initially, a universe list of all SCDE’s was generated by cross-referencing
listings in Barron's Profiles of American Colleges (1978) with those in Har-
ris, Accredited Institutions of Postsecondary Education (1978).' Whereas
Clark and Guba (1977) identified a *otal of 1,380 SCDE’s as of June, 1975
(subsequently reduced to 1,367 as of April, 1977, when more refined infor-
mation became available), in the present study no more than 1,033 SCDE's
could be located (as of March, 1980) which were engaged in pre-service
undergraduate teacher education.’ Excluded from consideration were non-
accredited institutions, Canadian colicges and universities, and schools offer-
ing programs in health and physical education only.

An cight-page survey instrument was mailed to each of the 1,033 SCDE's
comprising the total population, together with a request for infurmation or-
ganized under four main headings or categories: (A) “The lnsmut!on." (B)
“Institutional Climate,"” (C) “Professjonal/Acadcmic Self Id,er;my." and
(D) “Curricula.” Non-respondents received two letters requesting the re-
turn of questionnaires. A total of 496 (48% of the total) was eventually re-
ceived. Prospects for any futher improvement in the rate of return were
considered unlikely in view of tht complexity of the survey igstrument used
and the amount of time required-for its completion.

As is conmon in all survey work, results are subjects to errors of response
and non-reporting as well as tosampling variability. In order to minimize the
former sources of error, responses on cach questionnaire returned were chcc!ted
manually for accuracy and internal consistency. Fifty-four questioqnanrcs
(11% of the total) were found to be unusable owing to inaccuracy or incom-

®
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pleteness.* From the remaining pool of 442 questionnaires, 380 were ran-
domly selected for examination. Application of the appropriate statistical
formulae indicated the latter total was sufficient for deriving a randomly-
selected proportional stratified sample with a five percent coefficient of vari-
ance at the .05 confidence level. That is, the proposed sample size was found
toresult in no niore than a plus or minus .10 sampling error with a con‘idence
limit-of 95%." ‘

Two basic stratification variates were employed: institutional status (i.c.,
publicor private control) and institutional size (defined in terms of full-time-
equivalent student enroliments—FTE's—in Education). Assignment of re-
spondents within sub-categories from the larger, pool of questionnaires was
made using a computer-generated random numbser list. Altoge:her, | 63 pub-

licand 217 private institutions were included, representing respectively 43%

and 57% of the total sample. The aggregate undergradiate FTE enroliment
of public institutions surveyed amounted to 132,600, or 73% of the total; the
aggregate total for all private SCDE'’s was 47,807 FTE'sor 27% of the com-
bined FTE total of 180,407 students.* L '

“Small” institutions were defined as those with'enrollment FTE’s in Edu-
cation of less than S00 students; “medium-sized” SCDE's were defined as
those having enroliments of between 501 and 1,499 student FTE's;and “large”
institutions were designated as those with FTE enrollments in Education in
excess of 1,500. The sample breukdown by size and institutional status is
summarized in Table 1.

“  TABLE 1. SAMPLE RQPULATION BY
INSTITUTIONAL STATUS AND SIZE

satbutbadtedutih i —
SMmaLL MebiuM LARGE
Starus
N % N % N %
Public 57 15 51 13 55 14
Private 187 49 22 6 8 2
B,als/- 244 64 13 19 63 17

An independent check of the sample was made to ascertain the distribu-
tion of SCDE's by geographical arcas. It was determined that all 50 states
were represented and, purcly by caincidence,’in approximate proportion to
the respective total numbers of institutions within seven arbitrarily-defined
geographical regions of the country.’ '

CHARACTERISTICS OF THESAMPLE POPULATION: AQUANTITATIVESUMMARY
@,

Institutions surveyed varied greatly in terms of total student en roliments,

ranging from a low of 549 to a high of 49,680. The mean enrollment of all

students, both undergraduate and graduate, in all fields among public col-
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leges and universities was 8,545; among private institutions the figure was
1,913, with a combined average of 4,758. The median FTE enroliment for
public institutions was 6,000; for private schools it was 1,100 students; and
the combined median point wascalculated at 1,912. The hypothetical “aver-
age" public SCDE reported 813 FTE undergraduates enrolled in Education;
the mean total among private institutions was much lower (220), and the
combined average for both public and private SCDE's was 475 undergradu-
ates majoring in Education. With graduate FTE's added in, pablic SCDE's

ried an average FTE enrollment of 1,144; for private FTE's the total
was 281, resulting in a mean combined total of 651 students. Among public
institutions, student FTE's ranged upward to 5,531, whereas a total of 4,000
students was tac highest number rcported by a private university.

espondents were asked to identify by its official designation the type of
administrative unit within each institution most directly involved in teacher
edudation. Approximately 34% cited a “department,” while 26% indicated
a “division." Over one in five (21%), identified a **school™ and 16% a “col-
legeﬁ" Threc percent of all respondents failed to answer the inquiry. Not
sur ‘(isingly. 28% of all private institutions, which tended to be smaller than
theiripublic counterparts, cited “*departments,” while 27% of all public insti-
tutions indicated a school or college of Education.

Naconsistent pattern was discernible in the nomenclature used by sampllc’
SCDE's for identifying the administrative sub-unit within a department, di- .

vision, school, or college housing foundations of ¢education courses and facul-
ty. Few completely independent departments were mentioned by title. More

commonly, even among the largest SCDE's, “foundations of cducation” or

its approximatc equivalent was conjoincd with one or more other gcadcgnic
and professional areas.ls;.g.. Curriculum and Instruction, Administration,
Secondary Education, Educational Psychology, Counseling, Research and
Statistics, etc.). Again, no single configuration appeared topredominate:
“foundations” as a rubric was apt to be linked with any other designation
(e.g., “Curriculum and Foundations of Education" or *Education .Admzm's-
tration, Supervision, and Foundations,” etc.). The term "foundallons': still
finds widespread usage, occuring almost twice as frequently as “educational
studies” or “‘education policy studies." .
The number of full-time-equivalent faculty teaching courses in founda-
\Jyions of education also varied greatly in the sample population, ranging from
less than a single FTE pergon to 26 faculty FTE's. The mean figure reported
for public institutions was five (median, three); for private SCDE'§ the fig-
ure was two, yielding a combined average of three persons. The ratio of fac-
ulty FTE's in foundations to total facplty FT E's holding appointments in
Education was one to ninc among publf} SCDE's and one to five for private
SCDE's, or a combined average ratio 6f one to seven. Total faculty sizes in
Education averaged 40 FTE's among public institutions, 10 among private
schools and colleges, and 23 for both combined. The upper range among the
former was 222, among the latter the figure reached 160.

~
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Faculty size was also analyz¢d in relation to student FTE enrollment iri
Education both for all regular faculty in Education and, more specifically,
fqf faculty iy foundations relative to student enroliments. On the average,
for public and private institutions combined, the ratio of faculty FTE's in
Education to student FTE's in Education was | to 21 at the undergraduate
level, 1 109 at the graduatc level, and.for both undergraduate and graduate
students in public and private SCDE's, 1 to 29. The mcan ratio of faculty
teaching coursesyin foundations to undergraduate FTE's in Education was

" found to be | to 156; for faculty relative to Education graduate students the
average was | 10 68; and the ratio for all SCDE's, undergraduates and grad-
uates togcther, amounted to, 1 to 2]4. .

Of particular interest arcdata pertaining to the percentage of faculty mem-

bers teaching courses in foundations of education who had earned their high-

. estdegrees in foundations of education. Significantly, it was common to find
that no members of a given faculty had been trained in history and philoso-
phy of education, comparative cducation, sociology of cducation, education-
al policy studics, and soon, cven though such persons were offering instruction
in thosc arcas. In public institutions, only 40%, of thosc teaching foundations
courses had received their highest degree in the ficld of instruction. For pri-
vate institutions the percentage fell even lower (to 21%), making for a com-
bincd average of 29%. Hence, in a “typical” or “avcrage” SCDE, chances
would beonly about onc out of three thata faculty member teaching a course
in -foundations of education actually majored in the ficld at the graduate
level.

Finally, it was determined that 56% of ull SCDE's surveyed offered pro-
grams accredited by the National Council For The Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE), and fully 73% were affiliated members of the Ameri-
can Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (AACTE). Three percent
failed toindicate accreditation status, and four percent did not respond tothe -
question asking whether the respondent's institution was an AACTE mein-
ber. A disproportionate number of smaller private colleges indicate”* non-
aftiliation with the AACTE; likewise, among the 41% of ali SCDE's indicat-
ing lack of NCATE program accreditation, smaller private institutions ac-
countced for almost all rcs;;ondcnls. -

THE FOUNDATIONAL COURSEWORK COMPONENT IN TEACIHER EDUCATION
ROGRAMS “

otal scmes;er-hoﬁr credits required for completion of a baccalaurcate
degree in Education reported by the 380 institutions surveyed ranged from
120 10 139, averaging 124 hours. No significant differenccs were found be-
tween publicand private schools, nordid the mean total reported vary among -
small, medium, and large institutions. In the present study the reported mean
total semester hours of courséwork requircd for clementary majors from all
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institutions combined was 31; for secondary education majors the compara-

ble total averaged 24 hours, exclusive of ciinigal experiences.' As percent-
:ahse:i :f the totalzhsours requir:!dzror completion of the baccalaureate degree,

efigures were rcentan i i
the Fodimn oF Lewti,: 0 percentrespectively. This tends to confirm
found that elementary education majors on the average were required to
complete 37.5 semester hours in professional studies and secondary cduca-
tion majors 25.4 semester hours (exclusive of field experiences).

Required coursework in foundations of education typically accounts for
an even smaller part of the total ¢redit hours needed to complete a baccalau-
reate degreein E'ducation. The mean total of semester-credit hours in foun-
flatl_ona_l courses out of the average 124-hour total was 4.95 for public
Institutions and 4.64 for private SCDE's, with a combinéd average of 4.77
hours. These figures suggest a typical pattern of something less than two
3-hour semester-credit courses or their quarter-hour equivalent. Moreover,
respondents may have construed the rubric “foundations" rather broadly in
terms of types of coursework included. Nordo the mean totals translate into
Fspeclally impressive percentages of the average number of required hours
in professional education as a whole. Table Zsummarizes the principal findings.

TABLE 2, FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION COURSEWORK AS MEAN
. PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL DEGREE PROGRAM
HOURS AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION HOURS
—————————————
% % %
FOUNDATIONS COURSEWORK PusLiC PRIVATE COoMBINED
SCDE's SCDE's SCDE's

Foundations of Education Hours as
Percentage of Total Degree Hours 3.9 3.7 38

Foundations of Education Hours as
a Percentage Required Elementary
Education Coursework 15.5 15.6 15.5

Foundations of Education Hours
as a Percentage of Required '
Secondary Education Coursework 19.1 20.1 19.6

These figures are apt to be mislcad?ng without further interprétation. The
mean percentage total for secondary education majors for public and private

SCDE's combined, for example, appears at 19.6% or just under one-fifth of

all credit-hours in professional education. However, for purposes of illustra-
tion, if it is assumed that the average total of 25.4 hours reflects just over’
eight 3-hour courses, a single 3-hour course in foundations would suffice to
reflect the percentage figure cited. Again, the average of 15.5 percent of all
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professional education coursework represented by required hour§ in founda-
tions fgg clementary majors (public and-private SCDE'’s combined) trans-
lates as less than two 3-hour courses. Mean totals also serve to conceal
variabilityin the distribution of figures reported for minimum required hours
of coursework in foundations of education. Thus, a very small number of
large‘(typically public) SCDE's indicating foundations requirements rang-
ing as high as 12 to 15 hours served to inflate the mean total for all SCDE's
in the aggregate. Among snaller SCDE's in particular, reports of no more
than two or three required hours of foundational coursework were most com-
mon.

Fully 75% of all public SCDE's and 82% of their private counterparts
indicated that studen*s were required to complete one or more foundations
of education courses in common. Among the former (public) 75%, 36% per- |
mitted students to select from four different course alternatives to satisfy a
common requirement; 27%allowed a choice from three courscs; 18% offcred
students a choice from among five or more alternatives; and 10% required a
selection between two courses. The remaining nine percent failed to indicate
what choices, if any, were made available. For the 82% of the private SCDE’
permitting students to select from different courses in orderdo satisfy a foun-
dations’gﬁducation requirement, the overwhelming majority (88%) offered
only two alternatives, while 4% allowed students a choice amang three or
more courses. Approximately eight percent did not indicate what pattern
prevailed. . :

INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARDS FOR ACADEMIC AND
PRQFESSIONAL INSTRUCTION

Standard #1,-*Interpretive, Normative, a‘ﬁ(&ritical Studies Component
of Initial Teacher Certification,” of the Standards for Academic qnd Pro-
fessional Instruction (endorsed by the American Educational Studies Asso-
ciation and several other learned and professional societies) stipulates that
“at least one-sixth of the professional preparation leading to initial teacher
certification is to be devoted to humanistic and social foundational studies. . .""
This standard was taken to require a minimum of 16.6% of all coursework
in professional education, including clinical and field experiences, in founda-
tions of education. 'nattempting to determine the extent of institutional com-
pliance with the standard, a less stringent criterion was adopted whereby
credits gencrated through classroom aiding and observation ogstudent teach-
ing were excluded from consideration. That is, if an institution's foundat!on-
al component accounted for at least 16.6% or one-sixth of all required
academically-based education coursework, its program was regarded as in
compliance. : _

Interestingly, fully 53% of all puSlic and private SCDE's in the sample
claimed % be unaware of the standard. About 28% repgned substantial™
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complfance, and 28% conceded non-compliance bdt indicdted a Hope or ex-
pectation of compliance within the near future. Less than three peicent re-
ported disagreement with thestanda rd; nine percent of all respondents failed

to respond 1o the question. Among public institutions ef all sizes, 43% pro-

fes§cd ignoraqcc of the.sta ndard’s existence, and an equal peréentage (43%)

insitutions fell into the former category, :
Of the SCDE's reporting compliance with Standard 1, 54 were publicand

51 were private. A cross-check was made by comparing the number of re-

qQuired hours in foundations of education at these 105 institutions with their
respective hour totals for all required coursework in professional education.
The results were then expressed as mean percentages. The mean percentage
for all public and privatr SCDE"s indicating compliance was 17.2%, for elc-
mentary majors and 22.1% for majors in secondary education. In the public
SCDE's sampled, foundational coursework accounted for an dverageof 18.6%
of all professional education coursework required of clementary cducation
majors, and 23.6% of that required for sccondary education majors. But while
required coursework in the foundations of education represented 20.4% on
the average of toga) professional coursework for majors in secondary educa-
tion at private institutions (all sizes combined), the former totaled only 15.6%
of the latter as an average for majors in clementary education at private
SCDE’s, thercby indicating non-conformity with the minimal criterion stip-
ulated by the standard. A total of 38 institutions (public.and private) lacked
the requisite percentage figure.

Also included within the text of the-same standard is a requirement that
“the foundational component of the professional preparation program is to
be developed and conducted or supervised by persons™ who hold doctoral
degrees in foundations of ed ucation, educational studies or educational poli-
cystudies, and, further, that such persons be graduates of doctoral programs
which meet certain minimal requirements outlined in Standard #Vi, "Prep-
aration of Faculty in Foundations of Education, Educational Studies, and
Educational Policy Studies.""

While mean percentages offer only a gross indicator of institutional com-
pliance, the average totals cited earlier may be suggestive. In requesting data
on the percentage of regular faculty members presently teaching courses in
foundations whose highest earned degrees were in foundations of education,
responses ranged from 010 100%. Thus, it is conceivable thatinalarge school
with upwards of |2 or more faculty in foundations, all might hold the appro-
priate degrees, and hence a total of 100% would becited. Likewise, in a smal-
ler institution with only two foundational faculty persons, neither holding
the requisite degrec, the reported percentage would be 0.

For these and other reasons, aggregate means afford only limited insight
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into actual circumstances-prevailing on a national s_cale._ Nonethelc§s. itis
instructive to not~ that the percentage of persons teaching foundations of
education courses in public institutions who were non-holders of related de‘-
grees averaged fully 60% while the mean percentage among private SCQE s
was 79%. The combined average was 71%. Lacking in the data is any indica-
tion as to whether or not holders of appropriate degrcr_cs in fc_:undauons grad-
uated from programs which in fact conform to the stipulations of Standard
#V1. Moreover, no cffort was made to determine what percentage of faculty
cngaged in teaching foundational courses holds doctoral degrees of any type
whatsoever.

Included within the sample population were 35 inslitutiops (9.2%) offer-
ing Ed.D. and/or Ph.D. programs in foundations o[cduca}lon. All but two
of these were large public institutions.” By comparing their re.pottcd num-
bers of faculty FTE's teaching in foundations, it became posslbl_e to dcte.r-
mine whether their programs werc likely to conform to d requirement in
Standard #V 1 that thke minimum number of academic staff involved directly
inoffering a doctoral degree program should be five FTE's. Among doctdral-
degree granting institutions, this total ranged from a low of 1 toa repo!'tcd
highof 26 FTE's. The average number of foundations fz‘xculty was ninc. Eight
SCDE's (23%) indicated fewer than five faculty FTE 5.

INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

\Fucuhy in foundations of education were asked to agsess lhg general “cl!-
m.te” or environment within their respective institutions as it aﬂ'c_cts thlr
own professional or academic well-being. Characterizing {hcnr rclations with
colleagues teaching other courses in professional cducation, a majority of
respondents—62%— indicated “collegiality, respect, profcssnona_xl regard, rec-
iprocity, and close working relations.” The percentage among private S(;DE S
was even higher: 73%. An additional 21% of rcspondcnls. from public and
private’institutions selected the terms “acceptance, tolcrquom and coopera-
tion" to describe their working relations with colleagues in other specialties
within professional Education. Only five percent chose such descripters as
“indifference,” “suspicion and distrust," “hostility,"” or “rivairy and fric-
tion."

Generally, a strong positive correlation was found between the size of an
SCDE and the frequency with which internal faculty relations were cha’rac-
tered in positive terms, suggesting perhaps that inter-departmental fclauon-
ships among faculty are much more a function of numpcrs of_pcr;ons involved
than any specific disciplinary affiliations or academic specialties. Thus._ for
example,63% of all respondentsfrom small private colleges chose “collegiali-
ty" to describe the associations of faculty members teaching foundatnoqs
courses with their peers in other areas. The cquivalent figure for small public
SCDE’s was 48%. On the other hand, the mean percentage of those from
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large public and private SCDE's combined indicating positive or cordial re-
lations was no highes than 11%. 8 '
Slightly different patterns were found in analyzing responses 1o a request
for acharacterization by faculty in foundations of the attitudes of colleagues
in other areas toward the organization, content, and instruction of founda-
lions of education courses. Over half—55%—of the responses from public
and private SCDE's combined indicated that faculty peers were perceived

. lo regard such courses as “‘an essential or integral component” within the

institution's teacher preparation programs. An additional 24% claimed foun-
dations courses were considered “important and defensible” elements within
programs, and still another 1 1% characterized the attitudes of colléagues in
other areas toward such courses as “accepted but not necessarily valued or
understood.” Fewer than three percent of those responding claimed that fac-
ulty colleagucs in other fields within professional education looked upon foun-
dations courses as being of “limited or peripheral importance" or that peers
evidenced doubt as to their real functional value in pre-service teacher edu-
cation. Foundational faculty perceptions of colleagues’ attitudes did not cor-
relate highly with either institutional size or status. Allhoughgcspondcnls
from public institutions tended o be more positive in their assesSments than
did their counterparts in private SCDE's, the diffcrence between the two
sub-groups in the sample was judged to be insignificant. Likewise, no sub-
stantial correlations were found between the extent or frequency with which
positive pecer attitudes were cited and the size of the reporting SCDE.

On the whole, foundations faculty surveyed indicated strong support for
their areas from administrative superordinates (c.g., deans). Thus, when asked
to characterize the attitude of the ranking administrative officer toward the
department or area in which foundations of education courses are taught, as
compared with other departments, units, or areas, 87% of the respondents
from public and private SCDE's combined chose such descripters as **vigor-
ous support, enthusiastic acclaim, strong commitment” (46%) or “qualified
acceptance, modcrate support and commitment” (41%). No significant
differences were found among small, medium, and large institutions, or be-
tween publicand private SCDE’s. Hence, it was concluded that faculty teach-
ing foundations of education courses as a rule do not feel disadvantaged or
neglected in térms of administrative support vis-a-vis other academic units.
No more than 10% of all respondents, for example, elected such characteri-
zations as “indifference,” “*minimal support,” or **distrust, suspicion, lack of
support” for describing the attitudes of administrative personnel.

Respondents were asked to rank what they and colleagues teaching foun-
dations courses considered as their greatest collective strengths. Among fac-
ulty in public SCDE's, the ranking in order of descending frequency and the
respective percentages were as follows: ““scholarly expertige’ was most often
cited at the top of the list (by 23% of those answering the qjestion); followed
by “*pedagogical expertise™ as the second greatest strength (28%); “'scrvice
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to the department, area, school, college, or institution as a wholg (22%). anfi'
“service to the profession at the local, state, regional, and nguonal levels'
was ranked last (43%). Faculty self-assessments from p.rlvz'ate.SCDEs
produced a different rank ordering: 19% considered “thesintrinsic nature
(importance, relevance)” of the content of instruction as most important;
36%cited “scholarly expertise™ as next in importance; “pedagogical compe-
tence” was listed next by 21%; service within the institution followed, as
indicated by 24%; and service to the profession at large was ranked last by
19% of the respondents. ’ _ C .

No systematic attempt was made to examine dlﬂ'ercr!ces in the rankings
supplicd by SCDE'’s according to size. A cursory examination of the data,
however, suggested that “scholarly expertise™ and the intrinsic importance
of content material tended to be cited most often as greatest strengths by
larger institutions. Smaller SCDE's appeared n?ost.rrcguently to cmphasize
pedagogical excellence and service within the institution. Large and small
SCDE's alike cited their service role at local, state, regional, and national
levels at ledst important. . _ _

Only limited success was achicved in attempting to identify what founda-
tional faculty saw as *problems or weaknesses™ which were considered to be
*‘unigue to, particularly distinctive of, or appear to impact (}|sproport|onate-
ly upon faculty teaching courses in foundations of education, as compared
with faculty in other areas of professiomeducation.” Almost one-third of
all respondents failed toaddress the question\thereby rendering any detailed
analysis of the data somewhat suspect. Combining all public and private
SCDE's, regardiess of size, generated the following rank order: “declining
student enrollments™ was cited by 25% of those who answered, followed by
“lack of opportunitics for in-service faculty growthand development™ (13%),
“institutional,societal or culturalindifference to (or amipnt.hy toward) what
we teach (e.g., course content)™ (11%), “inadequate administrative support,
resources, or funding relative to institutionally-defined responsibilities™ (10%),
“lack of faculty support and understanding” (9%), and “inadequatcly pre-,
pared faculty” (6%). Another_i9% of all respondents cited as problems or
weaknesses “'insufficient opportunities for ‘input’into the institution’s teach-
er preparation programs,” pedagogical mediocrity or lack of exc_:cllcpcc in
classroom instruction, inadequate teaching resources, internecine rivalry
among faculty members, and a host of other factors. . _ .

One Question sought to discover how faculty FTE's teaching courses in
foundations of education had changed over the past three to five years, Aboqt
59% of the public SCDE's reported no increase or decrease; 79% of the pri-
vatc institutions in the sample answered likewise. Almost a third (31%) of
the public SCDE's reported a net loss of one or more FTE's, but only 11% of
the private schools did so. Eight percent of the former and seven percent of
the latter indicated a net increase of one or more faculty FTE's in founda-
tions of education. The combined mean percentages were: “unchanged™ (71%),
“*net increase” (8%), and *‘net decrease™ (IT}B g
' L
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threeto five yearsin the numberof faculty FTE’s teaching courses infounda-

tions of education. Ninepercent of all institutions responding expected a net

increase of one or more persons. No expected change was anticipated by

71 9&. and 17% considered a net loss of faculty as “possible™ or “highly proba-

ble.” Expected losses were cited most frequently by large pubﬂBC DE'sand

l'ealil frequently by medium-sized and small institutions, both public and pri-
ale. N

1
Closely related was a question calling for future projections ove\ihe next

When asked 10 project into thqjmmcdjalc..tulu:&whaLwoﬁhimosui-kcl-y e e
happen to the number of mandated credit hours in foundations of education

at the under_graduale level, 84% of all respondents guessed the hour total
would remain the same; 9% expected it to increase, and $% looked for 8
p_robablf decrease. Two percentdid not respond. Nosignificant patterns were
discerniblein drawi ng comparisons between public and private SCDE’s, nor
were there major differences apparent in comparing institutions by size of
enrollments. '

R_esponsivc to demographic trends-affecting student enrollments in pre-
service undergruduate teacher education, many SCDE’s reportedly have
broadened their programs to provide for the professional preparation of cdu-
cators planning to work in non-school scttings. Others report that they are’
planning todo so shortly or are actively considcring the development of new *
programs for agency counselors und others pursuing “human service” ca-
reers. Hence it is significant that 85% of al] those surveyed reported that the
major role of the foundations of cducatiqfi Within their SCDE's at present is
exclusively one of service tothe institution's teacher cducation program. Less
than seven percent cluimed their role was “‘only partially related™ to service
within a teacher preparation program; and a still smaller number—two per-
cent-—reported that the role of foundations of education was indcpendent of,
or “largely unrelated™ to, such a service function. Six percent supplied no
answer or indicated no undergraduate-level instruction in foundations of ed-
ucation was offered. Clearly, the institutional base for foundations of educa-
lion instruction at present and for the foreseeable future rests with teacher
preparation.

This conclusion is reinforced by responses to a question intended to fix
_whatevcr consensus of opinion might exist among faculty teaching courses
in foundations of cqucation as to their future role within the institution. Sey-
en percent failed to respond. But 53% of the respondents from publicSCDE’s
and 66% from private SCDE’s agreed that “our future is tied primarily or
exclusively to that of academically-based teacher education.” The combined
mean percentage was 61%. Approximately 36% of the public institutions
surveyed and 24% of their private equivalents reported: “We are expanding
our emphasis (or plan to do so shortly) 1o include, besides teaching, related
carcers in the helping professions and-human servjces areas.” The mean per--
centage for public and private SCDE's together was 29%. On the average,
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only four percent of publicinstitutions and three percent of the private schools
indicated an emphasis upon the study of education policy not tied program-

matically to teacher education.

K
N

INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULA

' acufly teaching courses in foundations of education are apt to hold dis-

. parate views on the most appropriate ways of organizing undergraduate
——-—{nstruction: Theylikewisc differ-as to-fundamental-objcctives:-Respondénts— ———
v.ere asked to select from among four generically different ways-of organiz- - -

ing undergraduate courses, indicating which alternative most nearly reflect-
ed any discernible consensus of opinion among their collcagues. The four
possibilities prescnted were abstracted from the Preamble to the Standards
For Acadenmic And Professional Instruction. The full text of the four state-
ments as it appeared on the survey instrument follows:

Foundations of education courses should bé organized around educ. onal con-
cepts andfor issues which furnish the concepiual apparatus for the theory and

practice of cducation.: .
Foundations of education courses should reflect interdisciplinary and gener-

alist concerns which supercede or transcend specific discipline-based approach-

" esto the subject matter.
Foundations of educution courses should be organized in terms of the concep-

tual apparatus and mcthodologics characteristic of established academic
disciplines (¢.g.. history, philosophy. sociology. etc.).

Foundations of cducation courscs should be structured such that they reflect
must directly the concepts, problems and concerns of tcacher-educators work-
ing in such ficlds as curriculum and instruction, counscling and guidance, ad-

ministration, cle.

The “concepts and issues” option was selected by 39% of those from public
SCDE'sand 45% from private SCDE’s, The combined mean percentage was
43%. Next in frequency of citation was the “interdisciplinary and gener-
alist” approach, as favored by 21% and 23%, respectively, of public and pri-
vateinstitutions. Grouped together, the aggregate mean frequency was 22%.
Fifteen percent of both private and public SCDE’s chose the disci-
pline-based approach. A combined average of 14% (public: 18%, private:
11%) preferred the fourth alternative cited above. _

These figures need to be interpreted with some care. Each alternative is
opentovariant interpretations. Further *hequestion as it was posed allowed
no specification of the types of courscs inv ulved. Thus, for example, a general
introductory survey course enfitled “Introduction to Education’ or *Social
Foundations of Education’ pfight very well lend itse!f to a different organi-
zational pattern than a course entitled “School and Society or perhaps “Cur-
rent Issues And Trends In Contemporary Education.” Minimally, however,
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itappears that faculty surveyed tend most frequently tostructure instruction
around concepts or issues in education. :

Respondents were aiso asked to gencralize about what they believed.a
majority qf persons teaching foundations of education within theirindividu-
al SCDE's might consider the most appropriate instructional outcomes fo
undergraduate courses in foundations of education. Again, the alternativ
responses supplicd were nonspecific in character, yet were sufficiently differ-
ent from onc another to permit some rccognizable distinctions: 44% of the
persons in public SCDE's and 42% of those from private institdtion
as the most appropriate outcome “broad theoretical understanding, contex-
tual knowledge, scholarly insight™; 38% of the public and privatc SCDE's
combined selected “principles (interpretive, normative, critical) directive of
policy and practice”; finally, “'specific pedagogical éxpertise, rules, norms,
applicative knowledge ana skills” was reported by 15% of those from public
schools and 11% from private colleges or departments. The combined mean

. percentage was | 3%,

Possible differences among large, medium, and small-sized institutions
were pot systematically investigated. A informal “spot-check” suggested
the overall pattern did not vary greatly as a function of size, except that
larger institutions tended to report “broad theoretical understanding” more
often, while smaller SCDE's were inclined to favor “specific pedagogical
expertisc” as the most appropriate instruction outcome.

Closcly related was a question designed to identify the *“focus” or_“con-
text"” of foundations of education courses offered. The concern was two-fold:
the process or charncter of instruction, and the rationale for courses in terms
of what they are intended to achicve. Respondents were offered three basic
alternatives and requested toselect whichever reflccted most closely the mo-
{_olrlity viewpoint among foundations faculty. The three options were listed as
ollows:

disinterested scholarship, academic neutrality and impartiality, objectivity, pure
description of cducational phenomena
“consciousness-raising,’ general criticism, heightened socio-economic and po-
litical awareness, critical analysis of educational phenomena
didactics, pattisanship, reform advocacy (i.c., teaching ‘against’ the profession
and established usage) 3 ' )
Eighty-two percent of the responses from all SCDE's identified “analysis"
as the predominant focus or purpose of foundational coursework pearly 10%
chose the purely “descriptive” function; and less than 1% selected *didac-
tics" to characterize courses. Eight percent failed to respond to the question.
Answers varied only slightly between public and private schools; no signifi-
cant differences emerged as a function of institutional size.

One of the most complex questions posed in the present survey—and the
most difficult to interpret or evaluate—dealt with the attitudes of under-
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graduate students toward courses in foundations of education, as these atti-
tudes are perceived by faculty. The question was necessarily subjective in
character, as were the responses to it, but the hope was that faculty might
have a “feel” for how students regard the foundational component of the
pre-service preparation program, both prior to and upon completion of one
or more courses. How trustworthy any generalizations in these respects are
remains open to question, but a remarkably uniform pattein of responscs
emerged, one exhibiting very little variability among institutions arranged
by size or status. Of all respondents, 44% judged student attitudes toward
courses prior to instruction to be onc of *‘qualificd acceptance.” A quarter—
24%—characterized studént opinion as onc of “indiflerence,” and 14% be-

lieved students’ feelings about foundations of education courses revealed “en. . .

thusiasm™ and “support.” Scven percent indicated it was “impossible to judge”
and five percent gave no answer. Only four percent claimed students evi-
denced a “lack of interest™ and fewer still, one percent, concluded students'
attitudes could be characterized by “antipathy™ or active “hostility.” .

The same unanimity of opinion persisted among respondents when asked
to characterize student attitudes toward foundations of cducation courscs
following their completion. Over half (52%) of those from public and private
SCDE's combined, indicated a student responsc of “qualificd acceptance.”
Comparing within this catcgory prior to cnrollment and upon completion of
onc or more courses, the increase was 8%. Thirty-one percent of all those
responding reported a student reaction of “enthusiusm” and “support” after
taking the coursc— an increase of 17%. In other words. students were felt to
be more positive in their reactions once they had taken work in the area.

Somev-hat optimistically, the corresponding percentage decreases by cat-
egories [cr describing post-instructional attitudes showed a 20% averagedrop
(from 24% to 4%) among respondents characterizing student opinion as one
of “indifference,” a 3% decrcasc within the categoty of ““lack of interest” and
little or no change in the mean percentage who felt students’ feclings of “an-
tipathy" or **hostility” remained unaltered. While reported shifts may be
self-serving, the overall pattern suggests a faculty presumption that under-
graduate students' attitudes change for the better (i.e., they become more
positive or favorable) once they have had an opportunit y tocomplete a foun-
dations course.

A follow-upquestion asked whether assessments of student attitudcs toward
courses had any empirical validity, i.c., were based on concrete data derived
from course evaluations. Of all respondents, 72% from public SCDE's and
78% from private institutions answered affirmatively. The combined mean
percentage was 76%. Six percent of all respondents did not reply. Eighteen
percent indicated they had no specific information on which to base conclu-
sions. .
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A FURTHER INVESTIGATION ‘ R

Identifying “foundations of education” courses with any high degree
exactitude is notoriously difficult. For purposes of the initialysurgve;’.‘:rstzspo::-r
dents were adviscd that the operational definition employed in the present
study wasderived from the characterization supplied in the Preamble to Stan-
dards For Academic And Professional Instruction In Foundations Of Edu-

) cation, Educational Studies And Educational Policy Studies alluded 1o

previgu;ly.'The following text was reproduced in its entirety on the original
questionnaire:

The Fou_ndulions of Education refers toa broadly-conceived ficld of study that
d_crlyc§ its Character and fundamental theories from a number of academic
disciplines, combinations of disciplines, and area studies: history, philosophy,
sociology, anthropology, religion, political science, economics, psyghology, com-
parativeand international education, educational studics, and educationa) pol-
Icy studies.

[Furlhpr]. --- An overarching and profoundly important academic and
professional purpose unifies persons who identify with . . . Foundations of Eduy-
cation, namely. the development of interpretive, normative and critical per-
spectives on education, including non-schooling enterprises.

A preliminary attempt at uncovcring what specific kinds of foundational
courses are offered at the undergraduate level (wWhether required or clective)
by SCDE's throughgut the country involved the enumeration of 24 possibili-
ties, from wnich respondents werc asked to choose in identifying courses offered
at least once a year. The list was generated @ priori, though validated infor-
mally by consulting course titles appearing in the catalogues of 24 teacher
education institutions selected at random. Significantly, fewer than two per-
cent of all respondents found it necessary to check the option Zothers," sug-

feszmg the list of courses supplied was reasonably comprehensive.

Fourteen out of the 24 possibilitics were cited by 10% or more of those
responding. Table 3 summarizes the data for titles most frequently offered
and indicates the percentages for public and private SCDE's as well as the
total percentages for both combined:

o
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TABLE 3. UNDERGRADUATE FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION COURSES
MoOST FREQUENTLY OFFERED

— [ ]
. RANK % OF % OoF % OF
COURSE DESCRIPTER O:rmn PusLIC | PRIVATE |COMBINED
. SCDF's | SCDE's | SCDE's
Introduction to Education 1 65 S5 60
Philosophy of Education - 2 74 45 58
History of American ‘ .

Education ' 3 49 34 40’
Curriculum Theory '50 32, 39
(Humanistic) Psychology

of Education ) 42 30 Z}S
Issues And Trends I~ -

Education 6 46 24 34
School Law - 7 48 15 29
Social Foundations of

Education 8 36 20 28
Multi-cultural Education 9 36 19 27
Schoul Organization, Management 10 39 14 25
Comparative Education 1 37 10 } 22
Human Relations in Education 11 30 16 22
Sociology of Education 12 3 12 19
History of Educational Thought 13 22 10 15

Other courses reported by fewer than 10 percent of all SCDE's surveyed
included: Contemporary Educational Theory, Politics and Education, Reli-
gionand Education, Educational Economics, Aesthetics and Education, Pol-
icy Analysis In Education, Educational Anthropology, World History of Ed-
ucation, Special Topics, and Contemporary Criticism in Education.

A simple frequency count of difficrent types of foundations of education
courses offered at the undergraduate level among a select sample of SC DE's
fallsshortof revealing much about the specific content of those courses (above
and beyond the identifying rubric, e.g., Sociology of Education or Compara-
tive Education, etc.). Nor does the data indicate in any detail how such couyses
are organized. For answers to these questions, a second survey was conduct-
cd.
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A separate, shorter questionnaire was sent to 99 large public and private
SCDE’s kpown to offer graduate-degree programs in foundations of educa-
tion, educational studies, and educational policy studies. The original list
was compiled on the basis of information generated in Wirsing's 1976 study
and/or from other sources. Prospective respondents were requested to com-
plete a check list by means of which types of undergraduate foundational
courses offercd could be summariged as well as how they are taught. The
assumption behind the selection of graduate-degree-granting institutions for

the second survey was that these SCDE's would be most likely to affer the-

greatest range and variety of undergraduate foundations courscs. With the
exception of institutions involved exclusively in graduate-level instruction in

the field, this assumption proved well-founded.

The taxonomy or classification system employed was developed informal-
ly and without the benefit of data generated from the first survey. (In fact,
the two surveys were conducted simultancously.) The criterion of validity
stipulated was that fewer than 10% of the respondents would find it neces-
sary to check the category of “tother™ in identifying which of several common
approaches to the content and instruction of five different courses found ap-
plication al their respective universities. In a preliminary field test of the
survey instrument involving 13 institutions sclecied at random from the total
of 99, the criterion was met, i.e., fewer than 10% checked “othe

tist of alternative course formats.'

Of 99 questionnaires scnt, 69 were returned, representing a rejurn rate of
69.7%. Four of these could not be used since the institutions in duestion re-
ported offcring no undergraduate-level courses in foundations i

cducation.
Sixty out of the remaining 65 SCDE's (92'%) indicated they offered une or
more courses in “Social Foundations of Education/{ntroduction to Teach-
ing.” Fort§-three (66%) offered onc or more pre-service courses in “Philoso-
phy of Education.” Twenty-two, or 42% of the lotal, indicated one or more
courses in “History of Education," and 20 (31%) reported courses in *Com-
parative/International Education.” Thirty-nine out of the 65 responding
SCDE's (607%) also recordcd responses under a *Miscellaneous’ category
encompassing 10 additional types of courses.

Tables 4 through 9 summarize by percentages the overall patterns of re-
sponses for each of five course categories, plus the respective percentages of
respondents who checked courses under a sixth hezding of **Miscellancous.™
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TABLE 4. INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES BY PERCENTAGES TO THE
TEACHING OF COURSES IN SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS

OF EDUCATION/INTRODUCTION TO TEACHING

—
% WITHIN % OF
ORGANIZATION OF CONTENT/INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH CATEGORY TotaL
RESPONDENTS
School and society, issucs and trends (‘prgble_'ms., 24 38
movements, controversies, etc.) in education.
Introduction to-education as a practical endeavot 21 ]|
“=¢nd as a ficld of study (descriptive overyjew),
socialization and schooling, administration and
governance, local-state-federal relations, legal
issues and school law, supreme court decisions .
affecting schooling, teaching as a carccr and a
profession, classroom iscipline, teacher ethics,
societal determinants of curricula, ctc.
“Other" 17 14
Eclectic, intesdisciplinary approach to the study of] 16 35

education, ¢.g., segments organized by disciplines:
history, philosophy, sociology, psychology, issues
and trends, etc. .

Social-intellcctual criticism: socictal determinants 8 22
of cducation, school and the :
social /cconomic/political order, idcological

muvements, altcrnative governance models in

schooling, etc. —~
Aims and objectives, methodologies, orsanization 8 17 )
of schooling, trends and movements, issues and

controversies, etc.

" Sociological overview; social class stratification, ) 15

-socialization, political culture, schooling and
socio-economic equality /mebility,
bureaucratization, governance, etc.

14 /-
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TABLE S, INSTRUCTION APPROACHES BY PERCENTAGES

TO THE TEACHING OF

' COURSES IN PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION *

=“\\—~ﬁ____v—“_—

% WITHIN

% OF

ORGANIZATION OF CONTENT/INSTRUC
/ ICTIONAL APPROACH CaTeGORY|. TOTAL
' . RESPONDENTS

Philosophic systems or schools of thought in their 2l o 26
cducalior_IaI bearings (e.g., Realism, Idealism,
Pragmatism, Existentialism, etc.)
“Other" ‘ R T 9
Philosophcrs of education, classical-and modern, B 12
and their doctrines - :
Ph_ilosophic _.calcgpries of inquiry (e.g., metaphysics, 9 14
cpistemolugy, ethics, etc.) applied to edacational
Issues, concepts, problems
Social, political philosophy in relation to 9 14
contemporary social, economic, and political issues
in education
Existentialjst, phenomenological criticism and 9 6
education .
School and socicty, ideological movements in 8 12
education
Selected contemporary edvcation theorists (e.g.. b 9
Piaget, Kohlberg, Bruner, R.S. Peters, etc.) and
their writings.
; - T Y
Analysis of concepts, arguments, etc. in cducational S 8
discourse; theory éonstruction in education,
ordinary language analysis; philosophy as

* logical/conceptual inquiry
Moral philosophy, ethics in education, normative . 3 6
discourse . -
Neo-Marxist interpretation, criticism of- 2 6
educational policy/practice
Critical theory, sociology of knowledge in relation 2 3
to education
Policy analysis and education 2 3
Literary, acsthetic criticism, analysis and education [ 2
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TAB[:E 6. INSTRUCTION APPROACHES BY PERCENTAGES TO THE

’

ORGANIZATION OF CONTENT/INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH

TEACHING OF COURSES IN SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATION

Concept or issue-oriented analysis of American
education (c.g., socialization, social stratification,
by class, racesex, religion, etc.)

Descriptive overview of American school system,
organization and administration, learner
characteristics, access and attrition, sociological
determinants of curricula, etc.

Sociological/philosophic analysis. criticism,
utilizing theoretical constructs-derived from
prominent writers, €.g., Durkhcim, Halbermas,

etc.)

*Other"” .

In-uepth case studies of education phenomena in
their sociological bearings .

% WITHIN % Or
CATEGORY TarL
RESPONDENTS
46 29
T34 18
10 9
8
3

TABLE 7. INSTRUCTION APPROACHES BY PERCENTAGES TO THE
TEACHING OF COURSES IN HISTORY OF EDUCATION

s

— —— —

‘ i % WITHIN * OF
" ORGANIZATION O CONTENT/INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH CATEGORY ToTAL
B RESPONDENTS

Survey of education from the American colonial 31 34
period to modern times
Issue-oriented historical analysis of trends, 31 26
concepts, problems, movements in education.
Survey of e?ucation from antiquity to modern 17 17
times.
Exposition/analysis of major education theorists 17 11
(e.g., Plato, Aristotle, Quintilian, Rousseau,
Herbart, Mann, Dewey, Elc.)
“Other" 3 5
In-depth analysis of specific historical period 2 3
and/or geographical region (e.g., the Progressive
Era, development of nationall school systems, etc.)
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TABLE 8. INSTRUCTION APPROACHES By PERCENTAGES TO THE
TEACHING OF
COURSES IN COMPARATIVE/INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION
_**‘W%——

ORGANIZATION OF CONTENT/INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH

% OF

%, W
WiThiINg

CaTEGORY

RESPONDENTS

“Structural™ descriptions of and comparisans 30 1
among, various national school systems among the
less developed /developing/Third World countrics
and/or contrasts between."First/Second World"
systems and “Third World" national systems.

Issue-oriented analysis in a compurative perspective] 18. . 6
(e.g.. bilingualism, minority assimilation, access
and attrition, etc.) ‘

Development cducation; policy planning and 14 6
development; educational preblems of emergent
nations

“Structural” descriptions of and comparisons 14 6
among various national school systems (e.g.,
education in England, Germany, France, Soviet
Union, United States, etc.) within developed
countries.

Concept-oriented analysis in a comparative 10 3
perspective (uims, goals, pedagogy, administrative
format, curricula, etc.)

“Other” 8 5

“Functional™ analysis of schooling in a comparative 6 7
context or from an international perspective (¢.g.,
the institution of schooling as social control,
cultural imperialism, etc.)

The results reported here resist succinct narrative summary, Several cau-
tionary notes are in order. First, the sample surveyed does not purport to be
representative of all SCDE's: institutions included were larger, with corre-
spondingly larger FTE's both in terms of faculty and student enroliments.
Secondly, the sample was quite small, less than seven percent of all 1,033
possible schools. colleges, and departments engaged in teacher preparation
(though the aggregate student population likely represents a not inconsider-
able percentage of the total preparing for teacher certification). Thirdly, only
5 types of courses out of a total of those 14 most frequently offered were
examined. The descripters used to refer 1o alternative organizational strate-
gir.s were not necessarily mutually exclusive, and they undoubtedly were var-
iously interpreted by respondents. The data in their present form fail to indi-
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cate course enrollments, the level at which courses are most commonly taught,-
or how many sections of a particular courseare offered in a given year. Final-
ly, the research design in this study made no provision for a cross-check for
accuracy in any school's reporting; results in all cases simply reflect one per-
son's judgments for each SCDE surveyed. Quite likely the percentage totals
would have differed if i+ ha 1 been possible to sample the opinions of every
foundational faculty member in each SCDE sampled.

These caveats notwithstanding, a few possible conclusions suggest them-
sclves. First, where an SCDE's program requires only one foundation course,
probabilities favor its being an omnibus multi-purpose survey of the field of
education. Sccondly, gencral foundations courses tend to be organized around
issues, trends, or concepts in education; this approach predominates above

+all others. Thirdly, the teaching of philosophy of education still reflects, in
the greatest percentage of cases, a **schools of thought™ approach utilizing
labels such as ldealism, Realism, Pragmatism, and so forth. Fourthly, larger
SCDE's in the sample offer survey coursesin the history of American cduca-
tion far more frequently than any other course of an historical character.
Fifthly, the teaching of educational sociology typically is structured around
sociological concepts or educational issues more than any other approach.
On the average, less than a third of all large SCDE's offer instruction in
comparative and/or international education. t:astly, the terh “*foundations
of education” or its equivalent is a rubric for describing one component of
courses, cach of which may differ from others significantly in térms of sub-
ject matter or content, objectives, organization, and instructional approach.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The following general conclusions drawn from data generated by the two
surveys in the present study appear defensible: '
1. Whoily independent administrative units made up exclusively of facuity
teaching courses in foundations of cducation are the exception rather than
the rule. Even within larger SCDE's, foundations faculty share departmen-
tal iden’ity with colleagues teaching other kinds of courses. No readily rec-
ognizable patterns predominate; foundations faculty are equally likely to be
conjoined administ(alivély with any other areca of academic or professional
specialization in Education. The term “foundations™ is used more than twice
as commonly all other administrative designations combined (¢.g., “"cduca-
tional studies’ or ““educational policy studics’).

2. Numbers of faculty FTE's in foundations vary greatly among SCDE’s,
ranging from less than a single FTE t0 26 FTE's. On a percentage basis, an
appreciable number engaged in undergraduate instruction in the area hold
degrees in ficlds or areas cther than those encompassed by the term **founda-
tions.”

3. The "typical’’ undergraduate pre-service teacher preparation program
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leading toinitial certification requires less than two 3-semester-hour courses
in foundations of education. The median hour-requirement is 3-semester-
hours or its equivalent. Most commonly the foundational coursew ark com-
ponent is satisfied by completion of an “Introduction to Education” course,
a general “Soci= Foundations of Education™ course, or an “Issues And Trends/
School and Society"-type course. Next in order of frequency is a required
.course in educational philosophy. \
4. Over half of the SCDE's surveyed professed ignorance of the existence of
a professional standard mandating that one course in every six required for
cerliﬁca_lion have as its focus the development of interpretive, normative,
and critical perspectives on education. Compliance is more common withirf
programs for majors in secondary education than in those for clementary
education majors. Only about one-third of all institutions reporting indi-
cated that the required 16.6% of foundational coursework to total hours in
professional cducation was met by their programs. Few respondents ex-
pected the situation to change within the immediate future. '
5. In three out of every four SCDE's, students enroll in a single course in
common in order to satisfy the foundational requirecment. At larger institu-
tions, students may select from upwards of two to five course alternatives.
6. Foundations faculty perceive themselves as enjoying good professional
and personal relationships with colleagues in other sub-disciplines or areas
of Education; and, generally, they report support from faculty peers for the
courscs they teach in foundations of education. These generalizations apply
with least force to large public SCDE's. They further report supportive rela-
tions with Deans, Chairs, or other administrative superordinates.
7. Foundations faculty view their greatest collective strengths toderive from
their scholarly expertise or academic excellence, their pedagogical compe-
tence, and from the intrinsic importance or relevance of what they teach.
Their greatést shared concerns are declin ng student enrollments, lack of
opportunities for continuing professional development, and, to a much lesser
extent, a suspicion that society in general (and/or the SCDE in particular)
neither appreciates nor understands adequately the contribution of founda-
tions of education to teacher preparation.
8. Foundations faculty identify closely with professional academically-
based teacher education. Less than one-third are involved in undergraduate
instruction aimed at the:preparation of educators for non-school settings.
Most expect their primary institutional role will remain tied to teacher edu-
cation.
9. Faculty in foundations are inclined to believe their course are well-re-
ceived by students. and that student attitudes toward such courses grow more
positive and supportive as a result of exposure to instruction.
10. Persons teaching courses in the foundations of education tend 1o orga-
nize instruction around basic concepts and issues in education. Many favor
an interdisciplinary or generalist approach which supercedes or transcends
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specific disciplines. Less frequently do they attempt to structure courses so
as to reflect directly the concepts, problems and concerns of teach-
er-educators in other areas. Comparatively few faculty identify closely with
a cognate discipline such as history, philosophy, sociology, political science,
and so on, except for academic spzcialists employed in large public SCDE's,
11. Almost half of all foundations faculty aim in their teachirg at the pro-

motion of broad theoreticsl understanding or “contextual” knowledgeamong

students. About one-third seek to impart principles which, it is expected, can
prove directive of educational policy and practice. Very few essay to ins.till
any type of specific pcdagogical expertise. The overwhelming majority view
their instructional function as one of analysis rather than cither simple de-
scription of educational phenomena or didactic advocacy of some partisan
position. . .
12. The present *‘steady-state™ cconomy of American higher education is
reflected in microcosm within faculties.in foundations of education. Almost
one-fifth of all SCDE's surveyed experienced a net decline of faculty FTE's
within the past three to five years, while almost three-quarters reported no
change in the numbers of faculty FTE's..Looking to the future, almost 72%
of all faculty respondents anticipate current faculty size will remain un-
changed. Very few expect even modest growth to occur. Almost one-fifth
foresee the likelihood of a net loss of faculty in foundations.

TABLE 9. MISCELLANEOUS UNDERGRADUATE COURSES IN
FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION .
OFrERED IN ORDER OF FREQUENCY BY 65 1.ARGE SCDE's.

Couise . % Course %
Multi-cultural/Multj- 3 School Organization and 9
ethnic Education Management, Administration
Psychology (“humanistic”, 17 Economics and Education 8
qualitative, non-behavioral,
non-quantitative) and
Education
Human Relations Manage- | 1§ Religion and Education 6
ment/Interpersonal Relationg
Educational Anthropology 15 Aecsthetics and Education S
Urban Education 12 “Other™ ' 4
Curriculum Theory I
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

taim:z ?:.Zs;izqs f.rcmain. unanswered from the present study. More de-
- I”tormation is needed on the status .
the foundational component (e.g., “service”  raduste deomeent of
| €.8., "service” course) in graduate d
grams in Education. It also would be usefg] n ow gradu.
: . seful to know more about how gr.
: | . > adu-
3 ;)e :::%l:: %}ograms in foungatlons arestructured and administered :-%uow"-
program graduates would allow more precise ‘udern
: c,ud
call'f.t':(r‘pa_llerns and employment possibilities in the ﬁf:ld. ¢ uchments on
ing :h:wz:::?dm lpe un%crgn:acliuale level more data would be helpful rega.rd-
ademic credentials and professional preparation i
volved in instruction, the level withi mureale progean oy in-»
: . ithin the baccalaureate progr i
1 C am at whic
'c‘z:lsacl:vli)ézecs :ufrfou ndational courses arg.afdst f requently o';l'clid. whether ol:
: . Scs carry prerequisitgs (suggestive perhaps of
epistemic "'progression” when two or more same senerat
. . courses of the same general t
:ail;gn;)cﬁg;(:gg; ;:c I'rc:l(.|u:=.ncyb with which tcacher-candidates cho%se foun’é‘:
>Sonanelective basis, and soon. Especially helpful \
detailed, comprchensive i ati e kinds of Instructione] e mOre
. nformation on the kinds of instructio
. : rehen i ] nal resources
‘(’n':\cll uding texts) whichenjoy broadest acceptance within the ficld. The health
itality and well-being of the profession, it might be urgued, depend to somé
ex:fm on the degree to which its practitioners are informed about common
patterns, strengths, and weaknesses prevalent on a national scalein the teach-

ing of courscs in the foundations of educai i .
; : cation, education: .
cational policy studies. tional studies; and edu-
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7. The basic formula relied upon was N=(z/e)2{p) (1-p), where N is the sample size, 2 15 the standard score .-
corresponding to the 98 percent confidence level, and pis the estimated proportion or incidence of cases in the
total population. Consult the relevant discussions in Bruce W, Tuckman, Conduciing Educational Research.
2nd ed. (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1978), p. 232; J. William Asher, Education Research and
Evaluation Methods (Boston: Little. Brown and Company. 1976). p. 160; and George A. Ferguson, Statisei-
cal Analysis In Psychology & Education. 3rd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), pp. 122-33.
8. Trends inthe distribution of graduates with teaching centificates indicate thatasof 1975-76 approximate-’
iy 72% of all new tcachers graduated from public institutions and 28% from private institutions. Numbers
of graduates are prefcegble 10 enrnliment figures for examining aggregate totals since the point at which an
undergraduate declures & major (i.c., enrolls in a teacher preparation program) varies widely among institu-
tions. Furthermore, many students preparing to teach secondary-level subjects formally major in those sub-
jects, taking the professional education courses required for certification as clectives. Hence numbers of
graduates with teaching certificates represent more reliable figures thun do enroliment totals. Note the dis-
cussion in Lewin and Associates, The State of Teacher Education 1977: A Summary of the National Survey
of the Preservice Preparativnof Teachers (Washington: National Center for Education Statigtics. 1977). p.
21 .
A random check of the relative percentages of recent college graduates (1978-79) who sought certification
reveals on a state-by-state basis that almost three out of four were degree-hotders frum public colleges and
universities. This information was secured by examining licensure records of 14 of the 22s1ates able tosupply
a break-down by recommending institutions. Seven states do not compile figures in this fashion. Twenty-one
state depariments of education failed to responw to the request for infurmation. States supplying data includ-
ed: Alubaima, Alaska, Arizona. Colorado. Delawarc, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mussachusetts, Michi-
gan, Ncbraska, New Humpshire, North Dikota, North Carolina, Ohiv, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakots,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, und Washington. States who responded but were unable to supply figures included
Florida, Hawaii, Kansas, Montana, Missouri, Ncw Mexico, and Tennesxce,
9. SCDE's from the Midwest and Northcast were slightly over-represented in the sample population and,,
conversely, those from the Suuth and Northwest were under-represented. 1t should be noted that Lhe aumber
of institutions from a given geographical region offers an unreliable indicator of the aggregate student under-
graduate pupulation represented within the same geographic arca. The geographical areas designated and
the states included incach were as follows: (Northeast) Maryland, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
New York. Rhode Island, Connecticut, Massachusctts, Vermont., New Hamipahire, Maine, and Delaware;
(Midwest) Minnesota, Wisconsin, lowa, Missouri, Hlinois. Indiana, Ohio. and Michigan: (South) Louisiana,
Arkansas, Mississippi, Alabama. Georgia. Florida, Suuth Carolina, N. Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky, and
Virginia. (Rochy Muuntains and Central Plains) Colorado. Kansas. Nebraska. South Dakota, North Dako-
ta. Oklahoma; (Southwest) Arizona, New Mexico. Texas, and Hawaii, (We. ) Utah, Nevada, California;
(Northwest) Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, and Alaska.
10 Cl Lewinand Associates, p. 27; Martin Haberman and T. N. Stinnett, Tew.cAer Education and the New
Profession of Teaching { Berkeley: McCulchan, 1975).
11. AESA Task Force On Academic Standards, Standards For Academic And Professional Instruction In
Foundations Of Education. Educational Studies And Educational Policy Studies, appearing in Educarion-
al Studies 8 (Winter 1977.78): 336-37.

12. Ibid.. pp. 3317, 340-342.

13. Atotal of 65 institutions,or § 7.1% of the Lotal sample. reported offcring programs in !ound;mom leading
to the specialist and/or masters degrees.

14. Inthe actual survey itscll, however, the actual percentage of respondents chocking *Other” caceeded the
established criterion within lwo out of six course calegories,
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“ THE FOUNDATIONS OF
EDUCATION COMPONENT IN.

STATE REGULATIONS GOVERNING
TEACHER PREPARATION AND
INITIAL CERTIFICATION®

CHRISTOPHER J.LUCAS
University of Missouri-Columbla

INTRODUCTION

This study represents an attempt to examine the foundations’of educa-
tion component within state regulations governing the initial certification
of teachers and teacher preparatory programs. '

The importance of state teacher education requirements ought not t
be underestimated. They figure as one set of factors among many whic
affect employment for educational foundations scholars—at least for th
majority whose academic appointments are connected with the work o
teacher educatjon, It is true, of course, that the place of foundations
educition within any given institution’s teacher preparatory progra
depends most directly upon decisions controlled by faculty. Any number
of academic as well as non-academic judgments figure in the equation.

i Political factors ‘n terms of departmental rivalries and tacit “trade-offs”
also help shape curricula. In a still broader sense, standards advanced by
external accreditation agencies exert an influence over a program. Ul-

_-timately, however, the political (if not academic) legitimacy of most
program components, including foundations of education, is traccable
N back to what is mandated by minimum state norms.!
: Guidelines and standards issued by accreditation organizations are
largely formal in character. The National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE), for example, does not sp~cify any precise
courses or programs required for teacher certification; it is officially com-
mitted to variation and experimentation in program development. With
respect 10 basic teacher education programs, two standards are of possi-

*THIS SURVEY WAS UNDERTAKEN ON BEHALF OF THE COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR LEARNED
SOCIETIES IN EDUCATION. THE AUTHOR ASSUMES SOLE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ACCURACY OF
THE FINDINGS AND THE CONCLUSIONS OR RECOMMENDATIONS OFFERED.
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ble rele\chen-one mandates the inclusion of multicultural education in
teacher educafion curricula. Another requires within the *professional

studies” component of each curriculum instruction in *“humanistic
studies and the behavioral studies.” Standard 2.3.2 disavows any par-

ticular organizational structure for such instruction, The explanatory
rationale for the standard reads in part as follows:

It is assumed that problems concerning the nature and aims of education,
the curriculum, the organization and administration of a school system,
and the process of teaching and learning can be studied with respect to their
historical development and the related philosophical issues....The
problems of education can also be studied with respect to the findings and
methods of psychology, sociology, anthropology, economics, and political
science . . . . Instruction in these studies may be offered in such courses as
history and/or philosophy of education, educational sociology, psychology
of education or as an integral part of such courses as history, philosophy,

psychology, sociology, or as topics in foundaiion courses, problems in
education courses, or . . . as independent reading.?

'No mention is made of a foundational component in teacher education
within the guidelines developed by the Northwest Association of Schools

> and Colleges or by the Southern. Association of Colleges and Schools. A

document issued by the Commission on Schools of the North Central
Association of Colleges and Schools recommends ecighteen semester
hours of courscwork, "to include areas of learning process, measure-
ment, philosophy, psychology, social foundations, and curriculum.™?
The guidelines of the National Association of State Directors of Teacher
Education and Certification (NASDTEC) are similarly vague. Standard
11.0 under Section 3.3 (Chapter 111) states simply that a teacher education
program should help develop *‘understanding of the foundations un-
derlying the development and organization of education in the United
States.”* For whatever greater degree of specificity exists in mandating
foundations of education coursework, one must turn rather to state
teacher regulations.

Teacher certification is a legal fynction exercised by each of the fifty
states of the United States rather than by the federal or local govern-
ments. Only on the most fundamental criteria do states agree. All states
require that prospective teachers obtain a license, certificate, or permit in
order to work in public schools. Virtually all states require at least a
bachelor's degrec for permanent certification at the elementary and
secondary levels. General education requirements usually outline a broad
pattern of coursework that encompasses a range of academic disciplines
or subjects. Also required (with one or two exceptions) is a sequence of
professional education courses varying from ten to fifty or more semester
hours of credit (depending upon the certification level sought), plus
supervised clinical and/or field experiences (e.g., micro-teaching, class-
room observation, internships, and student teaching).’

Otherwise the states remain in disagreement. Hodenfield and Stinnet
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have observed thilt any history of teacher certification in the United
States has to be *“a chronicle of chaos.”* Much the same judgment applies
in the attempt to summarize the variety of regulations and the various
types of teaching. licenses issued by states today.” No sténdard nomen-
chatyre_has won common acceptance for describing the many different
types of teaching certificates that exist. Certificates differ with respect to

the amount of training required, in the number and character of condi- .

tions stipulated for their renewal, and the periods of time for which they

are valid. Not only is there diversity among states, but there is also great

complexity within each state. Most issue a multitude of teachpr cer-
tificates differing. from one another in the qualifications they require, the
scope of teaching positions and types of schools to which they apply, and
the length of time during which they retain their validity.* .
For the puposes of this survey, data were collected only as they pertain

to common professional education requirements for the “initial” or °

“standard” teaching permit (as distinguished from probationary, emer-
gency, or limited certificates) for early childhood specialists (vyhere a sep-
arate endorsement is offered) elementary school teachers, middle school
teachers (if specified), and secondary school teachers. o
Complicating matters still further is the fact that state certification
regulations are themselves organized in very differeat ways. That is, not
only are they dissimilar regarding the conditions attached for entrance
into the teaching profession, but also in terms of how the conditions are
set forth. Three basic patterns predominate. Some states specify comple-
tion of particular courses and minimum numbers of credlt.hours for. each
course (or for groupings of courses under ared or topical headings).
Other states outline in more general terms an appropriate organization:of

others simply state that the certification applicant must have finished gn
“approved" program of studies. In the latter case, criteria governing sjate
endorsement of a program typically are not spelled out in any-great
detail, if at all. >

Some states employing an “approved program’ approach require only
that a program conform to the general guidelines of regional or national
accrediting agencies. A few states use internal policy documents devised
by their respective state boards or commissions of education.’ In two or
three cases, states use an “‘approved institution” approach and identify
the colleges or universities by name. Finally,/regulations in several states
combine the three basic organizational patterns. - :

State regulations are revised at irregular intervals. In order to secure
the most recent data, a request for a copy of current rules was submitted
to the department of education in each of the fifty states. Seven states
failed to supply the information requgted: Georgia, Florida, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Terinessee, West Virginia, and Delaware. In these seven
cases, summaries of state requirements were obtaiucd from the compila-
tion published yearly by the former Board of Vocational Guidance (now
Carcer Counseling and Placement) of the University of Chicago, and
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checked against the most recent issue of the National Education Associa-
tion's A Manual on Standards Affecting School Personnel in the United
States, which is revised and up-dated every three years. 19

The term *‘foundations of education,” as defined in standards adopted
by the American Educational Studies Association, refers to *a broadly-
conceived field of study that derives its character and fundamental
theories from a number of academic disciplines, combinations of dis-
ciplines, and area studies: history, philosophy, sociology, anthropology,
religion, political science, economics, psychology, comparative and inter-
national education, educational studies, and educational policy studies.”
The basic purpose.of such studies is stated to be “the development of
interpretive, normative, and critical perspectives on education . . . . """

The operational definition employed in this study is at once more
stringent and mdre inclusive than that supplied in the AESA standards. It
is broader in that locutions such as “school and society’’ or *“current
issues in education" or *“multicultural education” or “orientation to
education," listed as topics or course titles in state policy documents, are
taken to refer to studies which could be “foundational’’ in character. The
definition is more restrictive in that “psychology of education” is
somewhat arbitrarily excluded unless the designator is conjoined with an-
other modifier for “foundations,” e.g., “psychological and philo-
sophical foundations of education.”” Likewise excluded are descriptors
such as “*curriculum" or *“theory of the school curriculum.”

What follows is a state-by-state summary of the relevant portions of
the professional studies components prescribed for teacher education
programs and/or cited as prerequisites for initial certification.

SUMMARY OF STATE REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES

ALABAMA

Existing requirements are currently under revision and draft docu-
ments are unavailable. Certification requires, minimally, a bachelor’s
degree from an accredited institution and completion of a program in
education approved by the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) or the National Association of State Direc-
tors of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC).

ALASKA
Completion of an “approved” program (in conformity with
NASDTEC Standards).

ARIZONA
Elementary. Twenty-four semester hours distributed among each of the
following: (a) student teaching or evidence of two years of successful
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teaching in any grade K-8; (b) curriculum and methods of teaching sub-

jects, to include one course in each of the following: reading, decoding
skills, reading practicum (including decoding skills), language arts, -
science, and arithmetic; and (c) psychological and philosophical founda-
tions. *

Secondary. Twenty-two semester hours distributed among each of the
following: (a) student teaching or two years of successful teaching
experience in grades 7-12; (b) curriculum and methcds of teaching at the
secondary level, plus one course in reading (including decoding skills)
and one reading practicum (including decoding skills); (c) psychological
and philosophical foundations. ' 2

ARKANSAS

Elementary. Eighteen semester hours of elementary education, includ-
ing: (a) study of the school; (b) of the learning processes; and (c) of
elementary teaching, including a methods course in reading; and (d) six
hours of directed tcaching.

Elementary Guidance Counselor. Three semester hours in “elcmentary
school child and society.” :

Secondary. Eighteen semester hours of education, ircluding: (a) study
of the school; (b) study of the learning processes; (c) study of teaching;
and (d) six semester hours of directed teaching.

CALIFORNIA

The Ryan Act specifically excludes a baccalaureate degree in pro-
fessional education as a qualification for certification, although under
certain circumstances, the state extends reciprocity to applicants from
some other states who have completed a program of professional pre-
paration approved by the State Comniission or the state certification
agency of the state in which the program was completed.

COLORADO

Early Childhood Endorsement. Requires a component described as
follows: ““Studies to develop knowledge and skills in the area of (a) the
influence of the family, the school, the community, and other social and

~"political institutions on the child's development . . . and (b) the evolution

of early childhood as it relates to the total educational system and inter- -
related social processes.”

Elementary and Secondary. Completion of “an approved program of
professional education of an accepted institution of higher education”
which must develop “knowledge and skills" in the area of “Foundations
and professionalism,” which is described as follows: “(l). .. history,
philosophy, financing, and organizdtion of the public elementary and
secondary schools. (2) Background information regarding the profes-
sional educators as a facilitator [sic] of learning, liaison with community,
and kinds of professional organizations and their functions. (3) The legal

160 -



611~

6 . ~ CHRISTOPHERJ.LUCAS {Vol. 10

sspects of a changing educationa! scene, such as the legal rights and d
process of students, [sic), parents, teacl.leu. _administerfnon? and schol:;
boards. (4) Current issues in education such as educational sccount- -
ability, teacher tenure, collective bargaining, grievances, and grievance

procedures.”
CONNECTICUT —

Elementary. Requires “‘a. comprehensive pattern of professiorial
experience” consisting of thirty semester hours of couuewofk includinag )
(1) educational psychology, (2) curriculum and methods of teaching

(must include three semester hours in teaching developmental reading in

elementary school and three semestér hours in children’s li

_ _ : iterature, and
may include: .methods of teaching; audio-visual aids in instructior;; in-
dwu.iuahzmg instruction; educational measurements; the curriculum at a
particular level; principles of curriculum construction; curriculum in one.. -

specific field; and extracurricular activities); (3) supervise i
participation, and full-time responsible suldgn)t tegching 13?: st:)rvt:ﬂ:l’:é
semester hours, or one year of successful teaching experience); (4)
gundancg; (5) health and safety education; and (6) Foundations of Ed'uca-
tion. This group includes such areas as: (a) history of edycation, (%) prin-
ciples of education, (c) philosophy of education, (d) comparative educa-
:glr:;gaynd (¢) community sociology, community resources, social anthro-
Secondary. Eighteen hours in six areas, i i i
changes) for clementary certification. o described (with minor

DELAWARE .

Professional education requirements include clinical and/or field
experiences (including student teaching), human behavior and/or child
development, psychology of learning, teaching of reading, and cur-
rncutlum and methods, but make no mention of a “foundations” compo-
nent.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA :
. Early Childhood. Requirements include (optional) coursework in
teacher, child, family and community interaction; [and] philosophy of
education of the young child” as two areas covered in a minimum eigh-
teen semester hour pattern. :
Elementary and Secondary. A coursein “sociology of urban youth."

FLORIDA y

Elementary and Secondary. A total of six hours in both “sociological
and psychological foundatlnons,” from a total of twenty-three hours of
genc':-_al profcssional requirements, including three hours of student
teaching.

-
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GEORGIA ) '
Elementary and Secondary. Ten quarter hours from a total of thirty

quarter hours of professional education afe required in “*foundations of
education; curriculum and methods; and elementary student teaching or -
an approved substitute.” : .

HAWAI :

Certification is granted upon completion of an institution’s state-
.approved teacher education program. N
IDAHO ' _

Elementary. Eighteen semester hqurs in philosophical, psychological,
and methodological foundations of education. .

Secondary. Fourteen semester hours in philosophical, psychological,
and methodological foundations of education. .

ILLINOIS ' ‘
~ Two semester hours from a total of sixteen are required in history

and/or philosophy of education.

INDIANA
_ Elementary. Eighteen semester hours in the “professics . education
area” are required. The area *will be designed to introduce the candidate
to the field of professional education; to develop understanding of hu-
man growth and development, and knowledge and competence relative
to physical and mental health; to develop an understanding of
* philosophy, curriculum and evaluation as related to public education,
including early childhood education; and to develop an understanding of
professionalized content and skills used in teaching elementary school
subjects.” This formulation apparently superccdes an :arlier requirement
of thirty semester hours of professional education, described as follows:
“To include foundations of education; educational psychology; methods
and materials; specific and continuing pre-student teaching field ex-
perience; classroom management; developmental, diagnostic and correc-
tive teading (6 semester hours), educational measurement and evalua-
tion; ethnic, cultural and disability awareness; 9 weeks of full-tirae stu-
dent teaching . ...”

Junior High/Middle School. The 1978-79 edition of Woellner lists a
twenty-seven hour professional education requirement *'to include foun-
dations of education; educational psychology; m.sthodology and oraniza-
tion; special methods; sociology of education; cla:sroom management;
reading; laboratory experience; and 9 weeks of student teaching at ap- °
propriate level.” ‘

Secondary. State department documents destribe a requirement of
twelve semester hours in *psychological foundations” in terms of
“American Public Education, Methods in Teaching Area, Role of the
Teacher.”” Woellner cites the requirement reproduced above under
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*Junior High/Middle School Education (Departmentalized Cirades -
9)" certification. '
IOWA _ ‘

Effective August 31, 1980, a baccalaureate or postbaccalaureate
teacher preparatory program offered by a “recognized” lowa institution
must include a “"human relations™ component which should be designed
to develop the ubility of participants “to be aware of and understand the
various values, life styles, history, and contributions’of various ides.
tifiable subgroups in our society . . . and to récognize and deal with de-
humanizing biases such as sexism, vacism, prejudice, and discrimination,
and become aware of the impact that such biases have on interpersonal
relations.” Human relations study shall include “interpersdnal and
intergroup relations and shail contribute to the development of sen-
sitivity to and understanding of the values, beliefs, life styles, and
attitudes of individuals and the diverse groups found in a pluralistic
society."

Certification applicants currently must hold a degree from an NCATE
accredited institution or from an institution offering an lowa teacher
education prograni. At present, details of the substantive component ele-
ments of the professional education portion of an approved program are
unspecified.

KANSAS

Early Childhood. Twenty-four semester hours of professional credit, of
which twelve semesier hours of early childhood education are “to jnclude
philosophy of educution of young children; role of the nursery teacher,
program content and materials; and supervised observation, participa-
tion, and teaching with children—primarily 3-and 4-year olds.” Included
must be six semester hours of coursework “‘dealing with the cultural en-
vironment and the individual, to include teacher-family-child-commun-
ity interaction; urban and rural life: family relationships, parent educa-
tion; community organization and leadership; and the sociology of
poverty and wealth.”

KENTUEKY

The,state follows an “approved program’’ approach to certification.
An approved program must have in its professional studies component
"humanistic studies and the behavioral studies" (i.e., conforms to the
relevant NCATE standard); elsewhere defined as twelve to eighteen
semester hours of “pre-professional preparation’ which includes “foun-
dations of phitosophy, psychology, sociology, and anthropology.”
Among e *“professional requirements” appearing in *‘a general outline
for program planning by the college” is a two to six-hour sequence en-
titled "introduction to education and/or school organization."
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LOUISIANA
Elementary and Secondary. Three out of a total of twenty-four semester

hours in “history of education, introducation to education, foundations

* of education, and/or philosophy of education."

MAINE ) . '
Elementary. Thirty hours of professional education courses, including

not less than six in supervised or laboratory teasning experiences, to
include the following areas: (a) knowledge of izavner and learning
process; (b) methods and techniques of teaching; and (c) *‘kaowledge of
the educational context or system." ‘ . . .

Secondary. Eighteen hours of professionai education courses, mclqdmg
student teaching, in the same arcas prescribed for eleméntary certifica-

tion. ,

MARYLAND .
Elementary. Twenty-six semester hours in a I“_planned prog_ram.of
professional education,” including six in “foundatlons_ of education, in-
cluding a course in psychological foundations of epucauon." .
Secondary. Six out of eighteen hours of professional educano_n courses
in “*foundations of education, including a course in psychological foun-

dations of education.” .

MASSACHUSETTS . o A o

Elementary. Eighteen hours of professional requirements, lncsudmg
two in supervised’student teaching in elementary schools (gradea} K-6),
and coursework in two or more of the following areas: (a) cqmcplum
development in elementary education; (b) methods and materials in el-
ementary education; (c) educational psychology, including.child growth
and development; and (a) philosophy of education. . .

Secondary. Twelve hours of professional requirements, including two
in supervised student teaching in secondary schools (grades 7-12), and
coursework in two or more of the following areas: (a) curricplum de-
velopment in secondary education; (b) methods aqd materials in secon-
dary education; (c) educational psychology, inglud’mg adolescent growth
and development; and (d) philosophy of education.

MICHIGAN ’ ' '
Certification requires completion of a specific teacher preparation
program from an anproved teacher education institution. Woellner lists
requirements as follows: . _ . .
Elementary. Twenty hours of professional requirements, to include: (a)
six hours in directed teaching and laboratory experiences 1n elementary
- grad~s; (b) “principles of teaching, or equis - *snt; (c) psychology of edu-
cation, or equivalent; (d) history of educati.:, )hllosopl}y.gf edusatwn.
or equivalent; (e} ..aethods in elementary subjects, (0 electives cot
Secondary. Requirements are the same (with minor alterations) in (a)
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and (e) as for elementary certification.

MINNESOTA .
The state follows an “‘approved program” approach to oeerf,giﬁcation.

MISSISSIPPI .

Elementary.' Eighteen hours of professional elementary - education
coursework, including human growth and development, reading in
elementary grades, language arts, directed teaching, and electives in "
methods in health, physical education and safety; audio-visual education
methods; indis idual and group testing; curriculum development in el-
ementary grades; and general elementary methods. No foundations
coursework is required. -

Secondary. Eighteen hours of professional education, to include: edu-
cational psychology; human growth and development or adolescent psy-
chology; *'principles of teaching in high scliool”; secondary methods
course related to teaching field; and directed teaching in secondary field.
No other foundations coursework is required. '

MISSOURI

Early Childhood. From a total of sixty hours of professional require-
ments, ten hours must be selected in **Foundations for Teaching” in eight
arcas, with two or more hours in (a) early childhood growth and develop-
ment, and (b) psychology and education of the exceptional child. Other
areas include: *“foundations of education and school organization and
management, personalized teaching strategies; self awareness and human
relations; psychology of learning, and behavior management techniques
(interpersonal relationships) [sic)” (Adopted 6/22/78).

Elementary (grades 1-8). Same requirements for certification as for

early childhood, except that the only required area is “psychology and (‘

education of the exceptional child” (Adopted 6/22/78). i
Middle School/Junior High (grades 4-9). Sixty hours of professional-

requirements, of which a minimum of ten must be selected in **Founda-

tions for Teaching,” including two or moré hours in psychology and ed-

. ucatioi of the excepfional child and in adolescent psychology or psy-

chology of the transescent child. Other areas include: (a) “*foundations of
education; (b) middle school-junior high philosophy, organization, and
curriculum; (c) personalized teaching strategies; (d) self awareness and
human relations; (e) child growth and development; (f) psychology of
learning; (g) techniques of classroom management; and (h) tests and
measurements” (Adopted 6/22/78). .o L

Secondary. Regulations are under revision. Current requirements call
for a minimum of eighteen hours of professional education coursework,
to include two to three in an area described as “the school: history or
philosophy of education, high school administration, high school cur-
riculum, tests and measurements, etc.”
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MONTANA' ~ . .
The state follows an “‘approved program’ approach to certification.

NEBRASKA .
Ttie state follows an “*approved program'’ approach to certification.

NEVADA )
Elementary. Thirty hours of elementary professional education, to

# include six hours of supervised teaching; eight hours of teaching

methods, not including reading; six hours of teaching of reading, reading
skills, and phonics skills; and three hours of “multicultural education.”

Secondary. Twenty hours of secondary professional education, to
include six hours of supervised teaching and/or teaching internship; thir-
teen hours in courses in methods and materials in field of specialization;
and three hours of “multicultural education.”

NEW HAMPSHIRE o
The state follows an *‘approved program'* approach to certification.

NEWIJERJEY

All Levels. Fifteen hours in professional education, not including stu-
dent teaching, distributed over four of eight areas (including electives).
Within the ecight areas, three are required: educational psychology,
human and intercultural relations, and methods of teaching. Among the
remaining five areas, one is described as “Foundations of Education.
Studies designed to develop understanding of the educational implica-
tions of . . . {the] social, poliiical, Historical, cultural, and philosophical
context in which schools are conducted, including courses such as the fol-
lowing: history of education, philosophy of education, social foundations
of education, comparative education, and educational sociology."

NEW MEXICO '

Elementary. Eighteen hours of a total of twenty-four hours of profes-

sional education (including six hours of student teaching) distributed
over at least three of the following: human growth and development;
areas related to school counseling; hethods and techniques; educational
psychology; and “*orientation in education.” '
. Secondary. Twelve hours of a total of eighteen hours of professional
education (ipcluding six hours of student teaching) distributed over a
minimum of three of the following five arcas: human griwth and de-
velopment; areas related to school counseling; methods and techniques;
educational psychology; and “orientation in education.”

NEW YORK ' .
The state follows an “approved program’’ approach to certification.

161



-¢ZT1-~

12 CHRISTOPHER J.LUCAS (Vol. 10

NORTH CAROLINA ° o

Early Childhood and Intermediate School. The state mandates a
“‘competency-based” approach to teacher certification. Requirements
call for approximately twenty to twenty-five percent of a four-year

children and youth; organizational patterns and working relationships
for use in developing learning environments; materials, strategies, techni-
ques, tools and activities for early childhood and middle school settings;
personal attributes and attitudes that promote interaction between
teacher and Iearner; and “‘contemporary issues and trends in education
from a historical, philosophical, and sociological standpoint,*

This last area is further characterized as follows: *(a) understanding of
the historical and continuing role of the school as a socia institution in
American society; (b) understanding of philosophies of education and
their implications for the education of young children and youth; (c) un-
derstanding of the role of government (local, state, and national)in deter-
mining the scope, shape, and direction of public education; (d) under-
standing of the contemporary purposes served by education for both the
individual and society; and (¢) understanding of the cultural aspects of
education including its influence on valoes and constant social-
technological chunge.” )

Elsewhere, under guideline #3- for preparing teachers, an approved
“'professional studies” program is required to “*provide study of the con-
lemporary issues and trends in education within a historical,
philosophical, und sociological framework. The document further ex-
plains: “*Content in this area should promote an understanding of the
changing role of the school as an institution in a rapidly changing society;
philosophies of education and their implications for early childhood and
middle school programs; and the influence of government and the social
environment in all of their aspects on the scope, shape, and direction of
education. The need for a closer working relationship between school
nity should be emphasized.”

Secondary Within the guidelines for the “professional studies” com-
ponent of a tdacher preparatory program appears the following: “The
p-ofessional studies component should provide humanistic study of the
problems, issues and trends in education- within a histotical, philo-
sophical, sociological, economic, and govermental framework.”

The amplification reads as follows: “The overall study under this
guideline may be identified as being behavioral and humanistic in natuce,
The major purpcse of the study is to provide the student with a set of
human [sic] and theoretical contexts in which living and learning
problems can be understood and interpreted. It is assumed that problems
regarding the nature and aims of education, the curriculum, and the
organization and administration of a school system will be studied with
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fapect-to' their Historical development and the philosophical issues to

* which they are related. In the same studies, the problems of education

should be studied from an interdisciplinary standpoint to include the
findings of sociology, economics, politicel science, anthropology, and
other related disciplies.” v

Under guideline #5 for a teacher preparatory program, the text states
that the program *‘should pfovide the prospective teacher with the
knowledge and experiences needed to free him [sic) from dogmatic super-
stitions and prejudices concerning race, ethnic groups, and economic
status, plus the knowledge and skills that will enable him [sic] to (1) cope
with the school situations and problems that reflect social stresses and
strains and (2) plan and conduct learning activities that promote the
acceptance of cultural and human diversity, the development of positive
self-images and the recognition of each individual as a fellow human
being possessing rights to be recognized and respected by others.”

NORTH DAKOTA . .
The state follows an “approved program” approach to certification.

OHIO )

Elementary. Twenty-nine semester hours (or forty-four quarter hours)
of professional ediication are required, with coursework distributed as
follows: (a) understanding the learner and the learning process (six
hours); (b) **school in relation to society” (thice hours); and (c). elemen-
tary school curriculum: methods, including teaching of reading; lab-
oratory experience, including student teaching (twenty hours).

Secondary. Twenty-one semester hours (or thirty-two quarter hours) of
professional education are required, and should include: (a) unde.r-
standing the learner and the learning process (three hours); (b) **school in

~ relation to society” (three hours); and (c) secondary school curriculum:

methods and laboratory experience, including student teaching in field in
which certification is sought (fifteen hours).

OKLAHOMA

Early Childhood. Twenty-one hours of professional education
required, with coursework in each of the following: (a) childl!ood growth
and development, conception-six years; (b) “social foundatxops of edu-
cation”; (c) educational psychology; (d) student teaching (minimum of 6
hours); and (e) electives from above areas or in other approved early
childhood education courses. A course (two-three hours) in psychology
of exceptional children is also required within the wwenty-one hoqr total.

Elementary. With appropriate minor adjustments, the requirements
are the same as for early childhood certification. .

Secondary. The “standard” certificate mandates the same require-
ments as for elementary certification; *“*professional” certiﬁcatjon re-
quires eight graduate semester hours of professional education in such
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arcas as: “‘problems of teaching, materials and methods, curriculum
development, philosophical and historical foundations, guidance, human
- development, research, land statistics.”

OREGON :

Elementary. Basic endorsement (valid three years): thirty-six quarter
hours of elementary teacher education coursework, distributed among
‘the following: (a) teaching strategies with emphasis on development of
measurable objectives and diagnostic and prescriptive techniques; (b) six
quarter hours in methods of teaching reading; (c) use of educational
teaching media; (d) *social and cultural foundations, including an under-
standing,and appreciation of the role of minority groups in American
society'; (e) psychological foundations including child, adolescent and
educational psychology, and group processes; and (f) elementary super-
vised teaching and /or ipternship.

“Standard" certificatidn (valid for five years) adds a requirement of fif-
teen quarter hours more in any three of the following: behavior modifica-
tion, curriculum, early childhood education, education of the exceptional
child, evaluation of learning, guidance and counseling, interpersonal re-
lations, occupational or career awareness, "*philosophy and/or history of
education, social foundations of education.”

Secondary. Basic endorsement (valid three years): thirty quarter hours
of secondary teacher education coursework, distributed among the same
areas cited for clementary (basic) certification, with minor adjustments as
appropriate to secondary education. (Secondary-standard certification
adds no additional requirements in foundations of education.)

PENNSYLVANIA
The state follows an "*approved program” approach to certification. -

f

RHODE ISLAND
The state follows an “‘approved program” approach to certification.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Early Childhood. Twenty-four hours in seven areas, as follows: (a) child
growth and development or child psychology; (b) behavior of the
preschool child, including observation and participation; (c) “‘principles
and/or philosophy of education (courses in this area should bring about

some understanding of the theories of learning, motivation, and the

general philosophy of American education)”; (d) elementary school ma-
terials, curricula or gen :ral methods; (¢) teaching of reading; (f) methods
and materials; and (g) six hours of directed teaching.

Elementary. Twenty-one hours in five areas, as follows: (a) child
growth and development or child psychology; (b) “principles and/or
philosophy of education"; (c) elementary school materials, curriculum,
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or general elementary school methods; (d) teaching of reading; and (¢) six
hours of directed teaching. .
Middle School: Includes three hours in **foundations of education.”
Secondary. Eighteen hours in four areas: (a) adolescent growth and de-
velopment or adolescent psychology; (b) “principles and/or philosophy
of education”; () principles of learning, secondary school materials, cur-
ricula, methods; and (d) six hours of directed teaching.

SOUTH DAKOTA

The state follows an “approved program’ approach to certification,
but effective 7/17/78, has instituted standards which set forth in detail
the minimum numbzrs of hours in both subject areas and education
courses. Six hours of educational psychology are required for an elemen-
tary certificate and a minimum of two hours for secondary certification.
No specific foundational work in education is mandated at any certifica-
tion level. .

TENNESSEE

All levels. Twenty-four hours of professional education, including a
minimum of four hours of supervised student teaching, materials and
methods appropriate to the level of certification, specialized require-
ments, and two *“core professional requirements’’ consisting .of psy-

chological foundations of education (human growth and development,

learning, measurement, evaluation, and guidance) and *‘historical,
philosophica), and sociological foundations of American education, with
attention to the teacher's role in the school and community."

TEXAS
The state follows an *“approved program" approach to certitication.

UTAH
The state follows an "“approved program" approach to certification.

VERMONT
The state follows an “*approved program'' approach to certification.

VIRGINIA
Certification endorsements,
no mention of foundational w

while detailed in their requirements, make
in education.

WASHINGTON
The state follows an “approved program' approach to certification.

WEST VIRGINIA
Certification requires a minimum of twenty hours of professional
education, the content for which is left unspecified.
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WISCONSIN | :
Certification requires a professional education sequence of twenty-six
and cightcen hours, respectively, at the clementary or secondary level.

" Foundational coursework within this sequence is neither required nor

mentioned among the recommended content areas. However, for
teachers of the handicapped, a mandatory cighteen-hour professional ed-
ucation sequence encompassing fifteen possible areas, of which five are
obl_lgatory. mentions ‘‘history of education” and ‘*‘cducational
sociology" as electives to satisfy the total hour requirement,

WYOMING
{;‘lemgmary._ Twenty-three hours of professional preparation are re-
quired, including mandatory coursework in each of the following areas:
foundations of education, human development and psychology, cur-
riculum, methods, and directed teaching. :
Secondary. Twenty hours of professional preparation, distributed
among the same areas.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Eighteen states, or thirty-six percent of the total, rely mainly on an
“approved program’ or “approved institution” approach to initial
teacher certification. Where these states differ is in the detail with which
they set forth, respectively, substantive criteria to which teacher
preparatory programs must conform in order to secure state approval.
Alabama, for example, requires only that a program adhere to NCATE
or NASDTEC sjandards. Alaska's regulations invoke the NASDTEC
guidelines. HaA\yaii and Kentucky require approved programs in confor-
mity with NCATE standards. In the latter case, however, the elements of
an approved program are spelled out at considerable length. Vermant
stresses guidelines issued by its own Board of Education, as does Texas.
Othcr_statcs cite regulations issued by regional corsortia or accreditation
organizations. In a few cases, a state's rules, are wholly formal in
character; that is, they are concerned exclusively with procedures govern-
ing the submission of programs for state approval. One or two states
specify programs offered by particular school or colleges within the state,
as in the case of Minnesota where institutions are cited by name.

Seven states, or fourteen percent of the total, mandate specific courses
for initial certification, but omit any reference whatsoever to foundations
of education ariong them. These states include California, Delaware,
Mississippi, South Dakota, Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. New
Mexico's regulations include a brief reference to coursework described as
*orientation in education."

Nine states, eighteen percent of the total, mandate a specific minimum
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number of hours in foundations of education. The states are: Florida,
Illinois, Kankas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Missouri, Nevada,
and Ohio. Fldgida, for example, requires a total of 6 hours in *‘so-
ciological and ps logical foundations of education, including a course
in psychological foundations of education.” Illinois mandates two hours
of “history and/or philosophy of cducation.” The average minimum
total of required hours among the nine states is four. However, if psy-
chology of education and other designations with which “foundations"
are often conjoined under a single rubric in state regulations are
climinated, the mean hour total would likely be considerably less.

A more meaningful way of interpreting certification rules in these nine
states is to examine the minimum hour total of coursework in founda-
tions, first, as a percentage of the total hours in professional education
required for certification and, secondly, as a percentage of the total hours
required to complete a typical baccalaureate-degree program. Several
variables enter into the calculations: (1) the level of certification involved;
(2) the number of hours mandated for student teaching and other ficld
experignces; and (3) the hour total of required professional education
coursework. Thus, for example, eclementary-level certification in
Louisiana requires three hours in foundations, as part of a minimum

" total of thirty-seven hours of professional education coursework, of

which six are devoted to student teaching. The three-hour foundations
requirement therefore represents 9.1 percent of the professional educa-
tion sequence, and 9.6 percent of the total if the six hours of student
teaching are excluded from consideration.

The same three-hour foundations coursework requirement amountsto -
only 2.5 percent of the total number. of credit hours called for (usually
120) in completing a baccalaurcate-degree prograrn. Excluding the 6
hours generated by student teaching, the percentage rises only slightly, to

. 2.6 percent.

In Kansas, six hours which are supposed to be directed *toward under-
standing the school as a social institution ..." are obligatory within a
minimum total of twenty four hours of professional education. Included
within the twenty four are eight hours of student teaching. Assuming for
illustrative purposes that the six-hour foundational requirem-nt is ful-
filled by completing two or more courses in fotundations of education,
those same courses represent twenty-five percent or one-fourth of the
total professional preparation sequence. If the eight hours of student
teaching are omitted, the foundations coursework amounts to 37.5 per-
cent, or more than one-third of the total professional coursework man-
dated. These totals become less impressive, however, when computed
against the 120-hour total. Excluding hours devoted to student teaching
(8), the foundations work represents less than six percent of the total
degree program, and if student teaching hours are inzluded, only five per-
cent. Table 1 summarizes the data from the nine states which mandate a
specific course o[ﬁxcd number of coursework hours ia foundations.
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THt FOUNDATIONS COMP.ONI-.NT WITHIN STATE CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
MANDATING DETERMINATE COURSES AND/OR HOURS

A

H Di scripTioN
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P tions
llinois izm. 2 History and/or 1 18. 16 12.§
g 2 philosophy of 11 18, 16 12.5
K entuck | education .
Ry :e:m 2-6 Introduction 16 12.5-39.5 % 8,325
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dations of ed-
ucation and/or
- ‘ 't
¢
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education '
Maryland | ~ eclem. 6 Foundationsof | * 18 33.3 26 230
seC. 6 education, in- 10 60.0 18 3.0
cluding acourse |-
in psychological ' '
foundations
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. > school curric-
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sec. k| education 16 18.7 22 13.6
Ohio -elem. 3 School in re- 18 16.6 . .
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In considering these totals, it is important to note that the all-inclusive
term “foundations of education” as it is commonly employed in state
regulations is used very loosely or is made to encompass far more cle-
ments than are ordinarily included in conventional definitions of the
field. Table 2 displays the variety of official locutions as they appear in
state regulations. Secondary-level certification requirements in Missouri,
to cite a case in point, include within “foundations” the following:
*“history or philosophy of education; high school administration; high
school curriculum; tests and measurements; etc.” Again, Ohio mentions
*“[the] school in relation to society,” whereas Kentucky describes the
designation in terms of “introduction to education and/or school
organization,” and at least two states—Maryland and Florida—include
“psychological foundations™ under the same general heading of founda-
tions of education. ,

Much the same difficulty attends any attempt to identify the foun-
dational component within certification regulations organized different-
ly. Idaho, for example, requires fourteen hours in “philosophical, psy-
chological, and methodological foundations of education,” but without

specifying how the hours are to be distributed. Wyoming mandates fif-

teen hours in “foundations of education, human development and psy-
chology, methods and directed teaching.” Almost as inclusive is the
language appezaring in the certification rules of Connecticut where “foun-
dations of education" are defined permissively as “history of education;
principles of education; philosophy of.education; comparative education;
and community sociology, community resources, [and] social
anthropology.™ s

A common usage in state standards is to cite foundational work as an
*‘area” appearing within a much broader listing or sequence of profes-
sional education courses. Rather than specifying a given course or a
minimunr number of hours, the approved program pattern simply
stipulates the rotal number of hours that must be completed; with

coursework: distributed among anywhere from three.to eight different

discrete topical argas. At least sixteen states organize their rules under
this format. Sometimes an indeterminate number of hours and/or
courses is required, i.e., the student must sclect coursework designated by
the “foundations of education” or “psychological and philosophical
foundations.” No particular courses have to be selected or minimum
hour requirements met. Four states (Oregon, New Mexico, New Jersey,
and Massachusetts) allow a pattern of distribution within which, for all
practical purposes, the foundations area is elective. In other words, with
Judicious selection, a student can satisfy the total hour requirement
without having completed a foundations course. In several states, regula-
tions are drawn in a fashion such that it is virtually impossible to ascer-
tain whether foundational work, when it appears, is intended to be
obligatory or merely optional. .
Another difficulty concerns the not inconsiderable number of areas
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listed from which a student in an approved teacher preparatory pro
might select. Thus, in Oklshoma “soclal foundntigmp:f, edlrlye:ﬁom
.only one of five or #ix possible alternatives within a twenty-one hour
total; South Carolina lists “principles and philosophy of education”
among six areas in a twelve hour total of professional education require-
ments; and in Arizona “psychological and philosophical foundations"
appears as a required element among eight units or areas (including stu-
dent teaching) within a 24-hour total of “professional preparation"’
courses. In New Jersey's rules, the fifteen-hour total of professional edu-
cation is divided up among no less than cight. areas, yielding an approx-
imate average of 1.8 hours for each if coursework were actual y dis-
tributed evenly among then:.

Table 3 summarizes the data from the sixteen states that include foun-

dations as an area among several in a total proféssional education .
sequence, but without mandating a spexific course or a fixed number of

credit hours.

At least three states appear to man&ale a :f.peciﬁc approach to teaching ‘

foundations courses or specify a desired outcome. Towa's “human rela-
tions” guidelines urge coursework calculated to “develop sensitivity to
and understanding of the values, beliefs, life styles, and attitudes of indi-
viduals and the diverse groups found in a pluralistic society.” Kansas
requires a coursework sequence devoted to “developing a professional

. attitude regarding the role of education in the *American way of life.'”

The same regulations call for instruction aimed at fostering “under-
standing of philosophies of education and their implicaticns l'ord>
education.” .

Although no systematic comparisons were undertaken as a part of this
study, it is instructive to note certain possible changes and shifts in em-

phasis within state regulations over the past decade or so. Several notable -

trends have developed. Required coursework in the teaching of reading
has been expanded. As states continue to revise their certification
requirements and teacher education program standards, there is growing
emphasis upon psychology: learning theory; instructional assessment and
evaluation; child development; counseling; and so forth. Courses in
instructiona!l media and materials have been added, sometimes as
separate areas of endorsement or specialization for certified secondary
school teachers. More states have moved to an *“approved program™
approach to initial certification. Regulations in some states have become
more detailed and specific, but offer more flexibility and a greater
number of alternatives. Fewer required courses in teaching methodology
are identified by name or title. Most significantly, the general impression
suggested is that relative to other component elements among the regula-
tions, the place of coursework which is identifiably *“foundational” in
character has suffered erosion. With due allowance for exceptions, the
overall trend points toward decreasing importance for foundations of

education in certification requirements and as required elements within

1979) EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 2

the totsl coursework pattern of state-approved teacher preparation

programs. , .

Also noteworthy is the frequency (or lack thereof) with which state
regulations require foundations courses in programs of coptmumg and
in-service graduate education. A total of seventeen states regglanons
make some reference to work in foundations. However, the requirement
is not levied uniformly or for all types of special endorsements even
within a given state. Frequently, the term appears simply as an elective
possibility rather than as a, requirement in a typical program, Table 4
supplies an abbreviated. summary of such state requirements and
guidelines. ' -

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. State regulations and guidclines concerning initial teacher certifica-
tion and standards for state-approved teacher preparation programs dif-
fer greatly in terms of basic conception, format, organization, and degree
of specificity. Many regulations appear to be poorly written or suffer
from ambiguity and imprecision in usage of terms. Inter-state dl(fcrenees
render comparisons extremely difficult, and in some cases impassible.

2. There may be extremely important academic and scholarly .advan-
tages in eschewirig any single stipulative definition of **foundations of
education.” There are also several “political-tactical” and professional
disadvantages involved. Not the least of these is the difficulty of demar-
cating clearly those substantive clements within a teacher '?d.ucatlon
program which can be readily "identified as “I'oundatlgnal in both
chgracter and intent. Serious problems of definition are likely to attend
any, attempt to sort out the foundational elements in initia[ teacher cer-
tifidation requirements and state-mandated teacher education program

guidelines or standards.

3. The lack of definitional consensus or shared outlook as to the con-
tent or “structure” of foundational studies among scholars is feﬂgcted—
and magnified—by officialdom (state education bureaucracies in par-

" ticular) and the general public at large. The frequent association of the

term “foundations of education’ with elements such as school manage-
ment, administration, organization, and so forth may betray w!despread
confusion about—or indifference to-~the logical boundaries (ifany) of
the term. o
4. The typical conjunction of the modifier “psthologxcal_ with
“foundations of education” tends to make it impossible to pick out
“behavioral” from *‘humanistic’’ component elements when both are
subsumed under a common rubric. Likewise, curriculuin theory which is
argucably “foundational” in character, as well as other types of

170



. TABLE3

. . THE FOUNDATIONS COMPONENT AS AN
INDETERMINATE ELEMENT WITHIN A

P TOTAL PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENT
ToraL SeMesTeER . .
. HouRsob Re. FOUNDATIORAL ToraL NUMBER OF
QY RTIFICATION QUIRED PO E5. ComponeNnT Dr. AREAS WITHIN
STaTE LEVEL SIONAL EBUCATION SIGNATORS fCourse PATTERN®®
COURSE W uRK®
Arizona elem. 24¢ psychological and philosoph- 8o
sec. 22¢ ical foundations soe
R
Arkansas elem. 12 study of the school 4
sec. 12 k)
Colorado both unspecified foundations of education, in- 4
cluding history, philosophy, fi-
nancing, and organization of .
the public . . . schools; current
issues in education
Connecticut elem. 30 foundations of education: his- 6
sec. I8 tory, principles, philosophy, . 6
comparative, community so-
ciology, community resources,
social anthropology
Georgia both 20 foundations of education 3
ldaho elem. 18 philosophical, psychological, 3
) sec. 14 - and methodological founda- 3
tions of education
s Maine clem. , 24 the educational context or 3
sec. L system : 3
i { education 4
Massachusetts & n. 16 philosophy o 4
sec. 10
. . . foundations of education and
Missourt o carly childhood 10 school organization and man-
agement _ 7
elem 10 foundations of education
. . ) 8
human and intercultural rela
New Jersey both 15 tions; foundations of educa-
tion (history, philosophy,
social foundations, com-
parative, sociology of educa-
tion)
ientation in education 5
. elem. 18 ornentation in 5
New Mexico s 12 . _ - <
lem 1s social foundations/phi ¢
Ok"’h""‘a“ clem. 15 osophical and historical found-
sec. ations
. oe
. v social and cultural foundations 6
Oregon elern. (basic) %3, social and cultural founda- B 2o
vec. tions, including . . . role of
minority groups in . . . society
) rinciples and philosophy of 6
South Caroling :lim- llg Educafion : 4
. tistorical, philosophical, and
Tennessee botk 0 sociological foundations . . .
with attention io the teachet’s
role in the school and com-
munity
i { education 5e®
Wyoming clem. gé: foundations o Go0
sec. .
e n e - . i +d by an asterisk.
*ovel tadent teaching hours unless otherwise indicated by ' T
El{llC "}x::i;; Shudent te-ching and/or fild experiences as an a1<a unless otherwise indicated by # double astersk
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theoretical concerns and inquiry, may not be sufficiently well recognized
as being generic to the category “foundations of education.” - X

5. Where foundational coursework in education is conceptualized in
terms of its association with particular cognate:disciplines, the specialized
fields of philosophy and history of education are most clearly established,
as reflected by their relatively frequent appearance in official state docu-
ments. Comparative and/or international education is rarely mentioned.
Nor are sociology of education, economics and education, political
science and education, education and- religion studies, educational
anthropology and similar conjunctions. Terms such as *“education(al)
studies” or education(al) policy studies” are not cited at all in the
literature surveyed for th.. study.

* 6. The phrase “foundations of education,” judging from the place
accorded it in state regulations, is a misnomer, a term of courtesy or con-
venience only. Even on the most generous reading, foundational studies
more often than not ate relegated to a peripheral or ceremonial role; they
are not in any meaningful sense positioned so that they are “foun-
dational” to other elements in state-approved teacher preparatory
programs. ~

7. Only a minority of states has regulations in compliance with Stan-
L d.ard #1 of the American Educational Studies Association: **At least one-
N (\s..lxth' of the professional preparation leading to initial teacher certifica-
' -tion is to be devoted to humanistic and social foundational studies which
promote the development of interpretive, normative, and critical perspec-
tives on education.” Nor are many states in compliance with the
equivalent standard for conlinuinw-scrvice and graduate-level profes-
sional studies in education.

8. Concerted pressure seems called for to insure a more adequate place
for the foundatioral components in state-mandated teacher certification
regulat.ons and teacher education program guidelines or standards. As
competition grows for shares within already-overcrowded teacher
preparatory curricula, sharply-foc..sed lobbying on behalf of foun-
dational studies will become increasingly cssential. Without strong
professional support from state and national icarned societies in founda-
tions of education, such courses will likely continue to decline in impor-
tance within certification and program regulations. .

9. The several learned societies and c»sociations in foundations of
education and education policy studies (AESA, PES, HES, CIES, etc.)
share a vested interest in retaining foundational courses as required ele-
ments in state regulations concerning teacher education and certification.
If their respective members do not recognize or widely acknowledge that
vested interest, professional self-interest dictates that they ought to do so.
Academic appointments in colleges and universities depend to a greater
extent than may be commonly realized upon such requirements. Without
mandated coursework, student enrollment in foundations classes could

“\

—,

TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF STATE REQUIREMENTS INVOLVING
. FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION FOR ADVANCED

L

_ IN-SERVICEENDORSEMENTS

‘TE

PosiTion OR ENDORSEMENT

)
- COURSEWORK WESCRIPTION

\ Arizona

Arkansas
Connecticut

Illinois

Indiana

-

Kansas

Kentucky
Massachusetts

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Mexico

school psychologist

guidance counselor
superintendent

administration

administiration and supervi-
sion
district school administrator

special education; admin-
istration; media supervisor

school psychologist

“school counselor

Id
t 4

superintendent; assistant
superintendent

administration

174

educational philosophy/
administration

-educational philosophy

foundations of educa-
tion (historical,
philosophical,
sociological, etc.)

basic foundations
courses in education’

philosophy of education

socislogical and philo-
sophical forindations of
cducation

foundations in educa-
tion—sociological, psy-
chological philosophical,
historical

educational foundations:
school structure, ad-
ministration, and
philosophy

foundations of educa-
tion, including mul-
ticultaral education

(skills, competencies,
and knowledge in) edu-
cational philosophy and
program development

foundations of educa-
tion such as history,
philosophy psychology
and/or sociology
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TABLE 4 (continued)

v

STATE PosiTiON OR ENDORSEMENT COURSEWORK DESCRIFTION

AN

North i inistrs
Carolina ?dmmlstrator knowledge of current

status of societal in-
stitutions in relation to
the educational in-
stitution

(extended) under-
standing of basic educa-
tional philosophies and
school curriculum pat-
terns

school counselor

Ohio administration social, philosophical or

psychological founda-
tions (of education)

South Carolina guidance counselor societal forces and cul-
tural changes (in rela-

tion to education)

»

Tennessee principal

philosophy and history
of education, psy-
chological and
sociologica! foundations
(of education)

goal determination . . .
psychological and soci-
ological foundations {of
education)

supervisor in instruction

West Virginia principal; school super- | philosophy of education
intendent

Wisconsin administration

problems, issues, and
trends in education

decline. If the decline were of sufficient mdgnit .de, many academic
appointments would be terminared. To phrase it in the starkest terms
possible, without required courses, there would be fewer opportunities
for academic employment among foundational scholars. Lacking jobs,
there will be lessened opportun*cs to sustain scholarly research and
inquiry. The field or fields comm” nly subsumed under “foundations of
educ-iion’ will suffer a precipitaiz decline as a-direct consequence. In
sum, mandated coursework is a necessary (though of course not suf-
ficieat) condition for the general well-being of the field.

: 154
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10. Considering the political realities involved and the number of com-
‘peting pressure groups seeking to help shape state educational policy, it
would seem counter-productive for each learned society to attempt to
draw up its own standards and have them adopted within the several
states' regulations. The result would probably be a kind of “internecine
warfare” as rival groups compete to dominate a very small percentage of
the total teacher education program. More useful, perhaps, would be a
very brief definition and description of the foundational component
waich would be acceptable to all parties involved. In this respect at least,
the several societies must work together or not at all.

N/

i. Th. judgment holds true despite the fact that most teacher training institutions sttempt to offer
programs whose requirements exoeed state department of education standards, Joel Spring expresses the
point more forthrightly than most. “Faculties of colleges of education,” he observes, “are in a unique
position vis-A-vis state educational policy. In the first place, their very jobs often depend on state cer-
tification requirements. If certain courses are required for teaching or public school administration, then
the education faculties will be guarantoed that students must take their courses.” Joel Spring, American
Education, Ax Introduction 10 Social and Political Aspects (New York. Longman, 1978), p. 131.

2. National Council For Accreditation Of Teacher Education, Standards for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (Washinglon: NCATE, 1977), pp. $-6.

3. Cited in Elizabeth h. Woellner, Requirements for Ceniification, Forty-third Edition 1978-79 (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press. 1978), p.2.

4. National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification, Steadards Fer State
Approvel Of Teacher Educanon (Salt Lake City: NASDTEC, 1976), p. 13.

t Summary descriprions of vertification requirements are supplied in James Monroe Hughes and
Fredenick Marshall Schultz, Education in America, fourth edition (New York: Hatper & Row, 1976), pp.
481f.: and in Bruce R. Joyce and Greta G. Morine, Crecring The Schaol. An Iniroduction 1o Education
(Boston: Educational Associates, 1976), pp S2(T.

6. G.K. Hodenfield and T.M. Sunnett, The Educarion of Teachers (Englewood Clfis, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall. 1901), pp. 101-103.

7. Cf. T.M. Suinnety, Professional Problems of Teachers (New York. Macmillan, 1968), pp. 421(T; and
1.H. Johansen ¢t al., American Education. The Task and the Teacher. second edition (Dubuque, fowa:
W.C. Brown, 1975). p. 2§

8. For example, Georgia WiTers three different kinds of five-year certificates and two types of foug-year

certilicates. California offers four levels of certification. Alabama's certificates arc organized by classes:
B, A, and AA. Nebraska distinguishes among “'pre-standard,” “standard,” and "professional” hicensure.

9. This cssentially is the approach followed by Canadian provincial authorities as weil

10. Wosliner, p. 2. The NEA publication is prepared by that organization's Nationai Commission On
Teaches Sducation and Professional . tandards (TEPS).

t1. “Standards For Academic And Professional Instruction In Foundes.ons Of Education, Educational
. Studics And Educationsl Policy Studies,” Educational Studies 8 (Winter 1977-78): 330,

NOTES



